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THE INDEPENDENT AFRICAN AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT 
IN THE FORMATION OF THE AMERICAN STATE AND THE 
CONSOLIDATION OF CAPITALIST CLASS POWER 
CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
Within the general body of knowledge which purports to study the history and 
politics of organized labor in the United States there are many glaring inadequacies and 
fundamental conceptual weaknesses. One of the most consistent failures has taken the 
form of ascribing little or no consideration in the literature to the ante-bellum agricultural 
plantation as a capitalist enterprise in all of its dimensions. Therefore, chattel slave 
laborers within this unit of production have never really been considered capitalist 
workers and their collective activity no matter how highly organized, with few exceptions, 
remained outside of the purview of theoreticians or even empirical researchers examining 
the organized labor movement as a legitimate object of study. 
Another obvious and dramatic inadequacy has been and continued to be the view 
that it is only the activity of what are essentially trade unions and the personalities within 
them that define the parameters of this body of thought. 
It is from this general pattern of exclusion that we find all manner of racist and 
elitist conclusions: racist because African chattel slaves and the social implications of 
their movement have been left out of the study of organized labor, and elitist because the 
self directed motion of African American labor independent of trade unions or other 
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bureaucratie organizational forms has not been, even at a minimal level, considered or 
included in any significant or meaningful way. 
It could be argued that the racist and elitist conceptualization of the American labor 
movement presented by political analysts, historians, and other writers is to a great extent 
responsible for the labor movement’s complete isolation in the present period.1 
This inexcusable omission alone is enough to invalidate much of the analysis and 
many of the conclusions associated with this relatively large body of misinformation. It 
has had far reaching implications for the valid study of American political history in 
general. It also has, as a specific consequence for our purposes here, prevented any 
meaningful analysis of political structures, relations, and processes as they have been 
affected by what we have termed in this effort the Independent African American Labor 
Movement (hereafter referred to IAALM). A critically essential movement that has 
affected and is affecting and continues to be affected by these political structures, 
relations, and processes. 
The Object of Study 
This is a theoretical work which has as its object of study the political practice of 
the Independent African American Labor Movement. The Independent African American 
Labor Movement is a social movement that has unique and particular political 
consequences within the context of the developing North American social formation. 
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Some of the aspects of these consequences and effects have been noted empirically 
within the descriptive literature. In this work we advance a consistent and integrated 
theoretical analysis of this movement's political practice and its implications. 
Purpose of the Study 
Existing literature that attempts to analyze implications of African American labor 
is vague and theoretically underdeveloped. This is especially true of the period of the 
formation of the American State and of the period of its consolidation. These are the two 
critical periods under consideration in this study. This study’s purpose, therefore, is to 
generate meaningful theoretical formulae, postulates, and concepts that pertain to the 
Independent African American Labor Movement. 
Survey of Relevant Literature 
There has emerged a small body of exceptional thought on this matter. This vital 
body of analysis is in urgent need of extension. It is to be found in several works which 
many regard as definitive on the specific subject considered. They were written by 
African political thinkers from the western hemisphere. 
Black Reconstruction.2 by W.E.B. Dubois, Black Jacobins,3 by C.L.R. James, and 
How Europe Underdeveloped African,4 by Walter Rodney are the best and most thorough 
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examples of this small, unheralded, but critical body of historical research and political 
analysis. 
These works are uniquely important because they utilize a class analysis to explain 
the development of racism within the context of the emerging International Capitalist 
System. Within these specific works to one degree or another, the author’s have 
effectively applied a marxist theoretical framework. They stand as critically valid 
contributions, each adding a significant focus. 
Dubois5 places the African slave on the plantation in the ante-bellum south squarely 
within the realm of capitalist labor and shows that it was their independent and self- 
directed social movement before, during and as ex-slaves after the American Civil War 
that was the critical element in shaping the policies of the American state during the 
period. In fact, he argues directly that U.S. government war policies and those of the 
Reconstruction Period were essentially reactions to the actions of these workers. 
Within a slightly different context C.L.R. James, in his definitive effort on the 
Haitian Revolution, advances a similar argument.6 He focuses his attention upon the 
political movement of the various classes as conflicting social forces as they struggled 
within the Haitian social formation during the period of the 1790’s and the first decade 
of the 19th century. As a result of his effort, he arrives at two major conclusions that are 
relevant to this study; 1) the plantation itself is a capitalist enterprise both in its 
production relations and in the place that it occupies within the domestic and international 
markets; 2) the slaves "were closer to a modern proletariat than any group of workers in 
existence at the time.’’7 
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But it was left to Eric Williams8 and later to Walter Rodney9 to reveal to us in some 
detail the way in which the enormous surpluses derived from the trade in slaves and the 
commodities that they collectively produced have resulted in the emergence of economic 
and political relations on a world scale. As a critical part of their analysis, they have also 
shown how these relations formed the defining basis of the capitalist mode of production 
(hereafter referred to as the CMP) which made possible the development of the 
international capitalist system (hereafter referred to as the ICS) and thus the 
transformation of the world. Williams and Rodney’s works are most important because 
they demonstrate that by the time that slave produced commodities reached the emerging 
infantile factories of Europe, surplus values created by Black hands on the plantations of 
the new world, had already been integrated into them.10 
Even though the central theme of Rodney’s work examines the unimaginable 
negative effects that the slave trade has had on the natural development of emerging 
regional production relations and upon increasingly more complex political superstructures 
within the African continent, he makes an additional point of more conceptual importance. 
He shows how the movement of slave-produced commodities, particularly cotton, from 
American plantations to Europe were essentially transfers of surplus values within the 
same unequally integrated system." He therefore, affirms the integrity of international 
capitalism as a dynamic unified totality. It is conceptualized as an emerging dynamically 
structured set of relations defining a unified whole with African laborers integrated within 
it both on the African continent and within the plantation system of the new world as 
laborer and accumulated capital in the same instance. 
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What these writers have in common other than their subject matter, race, and 
conclusions is their similar method of analysis. They are regarded to one degree or 
another as Marxist political thinkers. These researchers and others-notable among them 
George Padmore,12 Frantz Fanon,13 and perhaps Oliver Cox,14 and now Robert Allen15 and 
Manning Marable,16 taken as a group have established and belong to an independent 
African Marxist tradition17 whose views must be extended and juxtaposed to the views 
of the white liberals18 and the Marxists of the white left.19 
Analytical and Methodological Weaknesses 
in the Literature 
In this same vein the debate continues between Marxists and non-Marxists 
concerning the relevance of the historical materialist method to the content of political 
science in general.20 It is, of course widely acknowledged both within various contenting 
quarters of mainstream political science21 and within the divergent ranks of Marxism that 
state theory is undeveloped.22 
In mainstream political science, state theory has been de-emphasized partly because 
of a shift from institutional to behavioral analysis during the middle of this century.23 The 
shift has been particularly dramatic in the United States because of the methodological 
influences from Sociology and Psychology. This has resulted in the mystification of the 
state in its conceptualization as an impartial mediator of the countervailing behavior of 
conflicting interest groups.24 
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In Marxist political theory the debate is becoming more focused in almost two 
decades now primarily because of the work of Althusser,25 and Poulantzas.26 This debate 
centers upon the role of the state within capitalist social formations. Although this 
contention has been productive, it has, for the most part, placed emphasis upon the 
development of theory derived from the events taking place within the nation states of 
Europe. As a result American political theory in this regard has remained particularly 
limited.27 
Therefore, this study will apply some of the more recent Marxist theoretical 
formations as well as derive new ones in our analysis of the development of the American 
social formation. 
More specifically our effort here will be concerned with the phases through which 
the American capitalist state has progressed as part of the interrelated dynamic matrix of 
institutions and relations which define the American social formation as a particular 
formation dominated in a defining sense by the capitalist mode of production. These 
definitive periodic phases have not yet been accurately theoretically delineated. Neither 
is there in existence a distinctive body of analytical knowledge which has this as its 
focused object of study. What exists are remarks contained within certain limited 
descriptive exercises asserting that prior to the civil war, America was ruled by the 
owners of these "peculiar institutions."28 While this assumption is probably true the error 
arises when these same studies declare that these plantations are semi-feudal or, at least, 
pre-capitalist in nature. The question then must be asked; how can there be a capitalist 
state ruled by owners of semifeudal or pre-capitalist plantations? 
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Again, this leads back to the plantation as an institution and to the numerous 
questions pertinent to the epoch of American labor which have not been adequately 
addressed in the literature. This is both an analytical and methodological problem. Real 
clarification is needed, if this body of knowledge is to grow and to rise above the level 
of crude description. 
But it is the focus of both Dubois29 writing in 1935 and James30 writing in 1938 
about the political significance of the self-organized mass movement of slave laborers that 
is of the greatest importance to us. Rarely do we see this type of empirical exploratory 
description. The type that isolates, focuses upon and emphasizes the social creativity of 
the self-directed and self-initiated political motion of the lowest stratum within the context 
of a social formation, and the socio-political institutions and relations that are thus 
objectively created in this process. 
But more than just that, these authors have established themselves as pioneers in 
the descriptive analysis of working class political practice within the context of particular 
pre-industrial social formations containing slave plantations and dominated (in a defining 
sense) by the capitalist mode of production. Furthermore, Dubois and James have 
described how this practice has affected and been transformed by the distinct form and 
the articulated relations of this class (in the Haitian case) or of this sector (in the 
American case) of a class within the broader matrix of the capitalist superstructure during 
periods of conspicuous change. 
The works of Robert L. Allen31 are good examples of studies which review certain 
selected mass movements and the effects of racism upon them within the context of the 
8 
American social formation. His comparative method is used with great success. While 
Allen’s work32 does tend to emphasize what various individuals within the upper levels 
of leadership of certain organizational forms were saying and doing, it, without a doubt, 
represents a serious effort to break with the prevailing exclusionary racism and elitism 
that he has obviously identified as a profound weakness in the literature. But of lasting 
value in this effort is his demonstrated appreciation for the intricacies of the internal 
dynamics of mass social motion and of its profound implications for social change. 
The efforts of Manning Marable33 are also notable in this regard. In his How 
Capitalism Underdeveloped Black America34 he has offered us some insight into the 
nature of the articulated relations between different elements within the Independent 
African American Labor Movement broadly considered and other classes and sections 
within the American capitalist social formation. In The Crisis of Color and Democracy: 
Essays on Race and Power.35 he gives us descriptive glimpses into some of the 
contemporary effects of the Independent African American Labor Movement and begins 
his reaffirmation of the importance of the work of earlier writers in the tradition to which 
he belongs.36 He has continued this process in W.E.B. Dubois: Black Radical Democrat.37 
Recently, a growing body of Marxist studies dealing with the self organization and 
spontaneous self movement of the working class has emerged. Since much of this work 
is primarily derived from political activism, it possesses an undeniably relevant validity. 
Kimathi Mohammed,38 an African American writing in 1974, poses the question in 
a general way and does a creditable job in perhaps the first of the efforts. Much more 
recently the work makes an implied distinction between types of self organized working 
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class activity. They imply that there is a kind of working class self organization that takes 
place within the community away from the work place which is "popular"4' in form and 
that there is another type of working class self organization that takes place at the point 
of production.42 For this study, it is the latter form that has the most profound 
implications with regard to how Marxists view the specific articulation of institutionally 
structured relations at the level of the superstructure with the base and how these specific 
relations come into play during periods of conspicuous social change and transformation. 
Analytical Objectives 
Let us now outline the analytical tasks of the present undertaking. The first task of 
this study is to outline the theoretical framework in which to place "mass movement," our 
general object of study. We will then seek to explicitly formulate and to elaborate our 
concept of "the Independent African American Labor Movement" which we regard as a 
real concrete instance of the formal abstract concept "mass movement." The IAALM, then 
is our concrete object of analysis. 
IAALM’s will be established origins within the context of the capitalist plantation 
system which was based upon the exploitation of African chattel labor and functioned 
within the capitalist periphery as a critically essential component of the emerging 
International Capitalist System (ICS). We will consider the American social formation, 
dominated in a defining sense by the CMP, as belonging therefore, to the capitalist epoch 
in every critical dimension. And hence, place the self-organization embodied within the 
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struggle (social praxis) of African chattel slaves for freedom centrally within the scope 
of the of organized labor. 
Then we shall turn to our second task. Here we will draw heavily upon the 
historical materialist method as outlined within a classical body of Marxist literature 
which includes the works of Marx,43 Lenin,44 and Gramsci45 as it pertains to the 
development of a comprehensive theory of the capitalist state. Specific works that belong 
to the independent African and African American Marxist tradition will be employed also. 
Among them are specific works from Dubois,46 James,47 Rodney,48 and Allen.49 These 
efforts find in the descriptive detail necessary to direct our attention toward the IAALM 
as an object of study as we attempt to extend their analysis. In this connection, we will 
seek to add simultaneously to two separate, related, and equally underdeveloped aspects 
of Marxist theory. They are state theory and theory relative to the self-organization and 
self-movement of revolutionary classes. 
We will also draw upon a new body of Marxist theory beginning with Althusser,50 
and including the work of Balibar.51 Other works such as those of Poulantzas,52 
Miliband,53 and Wallerstein,54 and other relevant empirical or Marxist studies will be 
considered also. 
Scope of the Study 
Formulations from these distinctive bodies of Marxist analysis will be used to 
complete a comparative analysis of two periods of rapid social change within American 
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political history; 1) The period of the struggle to establish the American capitalist state: 
2) the period of struggle for the abolition of slaver)', the political reformation of the 
Reconstruction, and the consolidation of capitalist class power. 
We will seek within the scope of this study to establish the existence, origin and 
specific form of the dynamic interrelationship between the IAALM as a political force 
engaged in social practice circumscribed by institutions and relations within each of these 
periods of remarkable social upheaval. The study identifies specific organizational forms 
created by the IAALM as it struggled within the context of the American social formation 
during these two periods. It also demonstrates and delineates the IAALM’s continuing 
role as part of the mass action within these conspicuous periods of structural change 
within the American state. Additionally, the study advances some propositions which 
define dynamic interrelationship of the IAALM with other sectors and strata of the 
emerging American proletariat. This will be done by critically examining the form, 
context, and content of certain organizational forms taken from the amazing array of 
structured relations which are the essence of these forms created by the self-organizing 
motion of the IAALM. We will also study the dynamic relationship of these self- 
organized forms to the changing economic base and to other aspects of an interrelated 
socio-political superstructure. 
Sequence of Exposition 
The second chapter advances a perspective on the nature of social movement. Next, 
the chapter defines relevant terminology used throughout this analysis, therefore setting 
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the general parameters of the study. Specifically, we will discuss relevant aspects of the 
relationship between base and superstructure in order to lay the ground work for an 
exposition of the origin of socio-political institutions in general. Finally, the concept of 
social class is defined to promote understanding of social movement as energized by the 
class struggle. 
Consequently, chapter three presents our conceptions of the IAALM, our real 
concrete object of study as the quintessential dynamic core of the emerging American 
proletariat. Specific terms such as "social contradiction" and "class consciousness" will 
be explored relative to our central concept, the IAALM, as a self organized and 
distinctive social movement. Finally, we shall conclude the chapter with an examination 
of socio-political institutions as definers of social practice, including the state, as effects 
of class action. 
The fourth chapter examines the political significance of the plantation as an 
institution defining and redefining both the political and economic relations that define 
it. Class relations within the plantation system will be studied to determine the nature and 
the parameters of the resultant social struggle derived from them. The discussion of the 
political significance of the plantation is included with central focus on formation of the 
IAALM because the two are critically and decisively interrelated. The analysis places the 
plantation within its proper historical epoch as we attempt to conceptualize the nature of 
the struggle that resulted in the creation of the American social formation. A social 
formation which is dominated, in a defining sense, by the CMP. 
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An analysis of the weaknesses of liberal and quasi-Marxist conceptualizations of the 
plantation will be offered. Then we will advance our view of the plantation as a capitalist 
enterprise and identify it as the original definer of the economic and political practice of 
the most essential sector of what was to become the American proletariat. This is the 
point at which we find the beginnings of the IAALM within the plantations operating 
within the periphery of the ICS. 
In the fifth chapter’s focus is upon the IAALM and its role in the formation of the 
American capitalist state. This chapter examines the configuration of class forces involved 
and identifies relevant aspects of the self-movement of the African chattel in the period 
leading up to the American Revolution of 1776-1789. 
Chapter five gives special attention to the essential class nature of both the social 
upheaval and the specific form of the state that came into being as a result. Representative 
government as a specific form that the relative autonomy of the state takes in capitalist 
social formations will be analyzed as it occurs in the concrete instance of the American 
social formation. Also considered are the particular influences exerted upon the state by 
the plantation as part of the critical and dynamic process of the formation of epoch 
specific institutional relations that reflect the ascension of the power bloc that composed 
the core of the American capitalist classes. 
The sixth chapter analyzes the position of the capitalist plantation within the 
articulated matrix of the American social formation at the conjuncture of historically 
determined instances that resulted in, what is known to descriptive historians as, the 
struggle for the abolition of slavery. The discussion in this chapter is confined to the 
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theoretical implications of the events of the pre-Civil War period and those of the war 
itself. The precise nature of the relevant institutional relations essential to an assessment 
of the decisive role of the IAALM will be delineated within the context of the pertinent 
events of the pre-War period and within the war itself. 
The seventh and final chapter attempts to characterize accurately the period of great 
political reform that followed the American Civil War known to descriptive historians as 
the Reconstruction. This chapter will include a discussion of some of the profound 
changes that took place within the structured relations of the state as well as within the 
overall superstructure of the American social formation. The class nature of the state 
before and after this period will be reviewed in order to better understand the specific 
nature of the dramatic changes that took place within it during this misunderstood period. 
The unique role played by the post Civil War plantation in the rapid industrialization of 
America will be discussed in light of certain general theoretical conceptions regarding 
relations between cities and the countryside. And finally we will demonstrate that the very 
same way in which the emergence of the American capitalist state meant the consignment 
of African labor to the position of juridical property, the consolidation of capitalist class 
power meant the denial of equal citizenship rights to African American laborers after they 
had freed themselves from chattel bondage. 
Hopefully, we believe this effort will make a worthy contribution to these relatively 
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CHAPTER 2 
GENERAL THEORETICAL CONCEPTS 
In this chapter we will begin to systematically present the object of study of this 
effort in general theoretical terms. Our conception of social movement will be presented 
in limited appropriate detail as our first priority. Here we will make several critical 
conceptual distinctions that will facilitate an accurate analysis of certain relevant 
descriptive notions, ideas, and information pertaining to the IAALM in particular and to 
social movement more generally. 
We will position ourselves with regard to relevant debate concerning the relations 
between the economic and the political spheres in Marxist social theory. Bearing directly 
upon our task is the manner in which we conceive the nature and the extent of the 
relative autonomy of the political sphere in the CMP.1 We will outline our views in this 
regard and will show how certain misconceptions have led to a lack of epoch specificity 
which represents a fundamental failure in theory pertaining to the development of social 
formations. 
We will then seek to consider certain relevant aspects of the determination of social 
class. Here we advance the argument supporting our position that while social class is 
primarily economically defined in the CMP, because of the relative autonomy of the 
political sphere, critical determiners of class operate at and from the level of the 
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ideologico-political superstructure. We will also make the point that class determination 
must take place within the context of the overall class struggle. 
And finally the concept of social contradiction will be evaluated as a term that can 
help to enable us to analyze meaningfully the complex historically determined articulated 
matrix of the American social formation at certain conjunctures in all its relevant 
dimensions. Once conceptually clarified, this critical term will also allow us to focus upon 
the formation of the proletariat as a unity itself containing structured relations with the 
IAALM as a critical aspect of these relations and of this unity. 
The Nature of Social Movement 
We have already asserted that the IAALM is a social movement What then is social 
movement? What is its nature? And where is its point of origin? Social movement springs 
from and occurs as a natural and necessary collective human social response to objective 
shifts and changes in relations at a given point in time.2 Very profound and conspicuous 
social movement takes place when these relations are transformed into new and radically 
different ones by large groupings of human beings who are placed in opposition to other 
large groupings by historical conditions of development within the most basic process of 
production. 
This fundamental conflict at the economic level determines, in a defining sense, the 
limits within which a deadly political struggle of one grouping against the other takes 
place as the social formation breaks down into increasingly more sharply divided foci of 
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polarity. One principle grouping struggles to maintain while others struggle to transform 
their relations to each other and to the process of production itself. 
Of course, it was Karl Marx who is credited with describing and analyzing, in 
meticulous detail, this ever increasingly hostile polarization which is characteristic of 
social formations that contain classes.3 This is not a simple linear process of growth and 
development merely of one stage having certain features superseding the previous one 
possessing other distinctive characteristics as some may naively believe.4 It is a complex 
historically determined process of continued differentiation taking place within and 
between articulated structures defining social relations and practices within and between 
various levels of a dynamic social matrix. This process is energized from within by what 
Marx has termed the class struggle referring to the profound conflict within the 
contradictory social practices of opposing classes. 
At a certain conjuncture within this process human consciousness in the form of 
class consciousness begins to intervene as part of this relatively objective process. As part 
of this conjuncture, deliberate political organizations with corresponding ideas and 
distinctive concepts take form and emerge at the level of the ideological superstructure 
within this matrix. 
Now we are going to make a distinction between "real concrete objects"5 in 
theoretical work and "abstract-formal objects."6 This is a useful distinction taken from 
Poulantzas. Since we are beginning a discussion of the process of theoretical work, we 
want it known that we understand the outcome to be the generation of conceptual 
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knowledge. In this case the real concrete object is a conceptualization of the IAALM. Our 
abstract-formal object is a conceptualization of "mass movement.” 
Concerning work on the theoretical plane, Poulantzas says that: 
Theoretical work then, whatever the degrees of its abstraction, is always 
work bearing on real processes. Yet since this work produces knowledge, it 
is wholly situated in the process of thought: no concepts are more real than 
others. Theoretical work proceeds from a raw material, which consists not of 
the ’real-concrete’, but of information, notions, etc. about this reality, and 
deals with it by means of certain conceptual tools: the results of this work is 
the knowledge of an object, (emphasis in the original)6 
The purpose of theoretical work then has as its objective the generation of 
conceptual knowledge of real-concrete objects. This process often has to generate 
knowledge bearing not on real-concrete objects but upon other objects which are called 
by Poulantzas "abstract-formal’’ ones.7 Knowledge of abstract-formal objects often forms 
the basis for more thorough knowledge of real-concrete objects. That is to say that 
knowledge of the CMP which is an example of an abstract-formal object forms a 
condition for more thorough knowledge of the articulated social matrix that defines the 
American social formation at any given time. The American social formation, therefore, 
is an example of a real-concrete object. 
But we have identified as the object of our theoretical work an aspect of the 
American social formation. To that extent the object of this study is real, and it is 
concrete. But in order to generate more thorough knowledge of it (the IAALM), we must 
begin with raw material i.e. information, notions, etc. about it. This has also been called 
the process of description. Using this raw material as a basis, it is possible for us to form 
a conceptualization of a more general abstract-formal object that has bearing upon our 
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real-concrete object. We, therefore, for our purpose, need to advance some formulations 
relative to "mass movement" in general within the context of the CMP. 
Robert Allen whose object of study in Black Awakening in Capitalist America is 
the African American movement-loosely defined-during the 1960s and 1970s begins the 
process of description. He has this to say: 
The course of a social revolution is never direct, never a straight line 
proceeding smoothly from precipitating social oppression to the desired social 
liberation. The path of revolution is much more complex. It is marked by 
sudden starts and equally sudden reverses; tangential victories and peripheral 
defeats; upsets, detours, delays and occasional unobstructed headlong 
dashes...8 
Since Allen is using the term "social revolution," it is necessary that we make the 
critical distinction between the two different types of social movement at this point. By 
revolutionary movement, we mean a type of social movement that emerges within the 
context of the contradictory structured relations of a given social formation and that 
participates through its political practice in the transformation of complex defining 
relations of the social formation. By reform social movement, we mean a type of social 
movement that emerges within the context of the contradictory structured relations of a 
given social formation and through its political practice participates in the process 
whereby the complex defining relations of the social formation under consideration are 
maintained. In the former, a complete transfiguration of the social matrix occurs. In the 
latter significant and profound alterations take place but the basic characteristics of the 
structured relations of the social matrix remain intact. 
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Allen’s view of the dynamic nature of revolutionary social movement is summarized 
in the previous quotation.9 However, what he has to say is also relevant to the more 
general concept of social movement. 
Dubois is also helpful in this regard. Dubois states the following: 
The rise of a group of a people is not a simultaneous shift of the whole 
mass; it is a continuous differentiation of individuals with inner strife and 
differences of opinion, so that individuals, groups and classes begin to appear 
at higher levels, groping for better ways, uniting with other like-minded 
bodies and movements.10 
It is this process of differentiation and combination at "higher levels"11 of "like- 
minded bodies and movements"12 into structured relations containing internal dynamics 
specific to its own unity that we are concerned with here. These structured relations take 
real concrete institutional form. Organizations like the Underground Railroad, the 
NAACP, the Garvey Movement, and countless others are the specific real concrete 
organizational forms that come and go in this process of differentiation and combination 
that characterize the IAALM as a mass movement. 
Dubois was aware that this process and these relations are the result of and contain 
within them the action of "individuals, groups, and classes."13 But he did not distinguish, 
in his general description, between them or in any way characterize the nature of their 
specific action. This can and will be inferred from his work in the section of this effort 
regarding the role of the IAALM within the American social formation during the period 
of the Reconstruction. 
This, of course, raises a more central theoretical question which is, in the abstract- 
formal: what is the role of social classes in mass movement? Raised in the real-concrete; 
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what is the role of the chattel slave, the share-cropper, the urbanized worker, in each 
period in the IAALM? Since we have not yet advanced our conceptualization of social 
class, which will be defined in a later section of this chapter we will not go into this in 
any detail now. However, we can assert that; it is the specific combination of these 
structured relations within a mass movement acting politically that provided the class 
cutting edge of social motion. Furthermore, it is these relations and their specific 
articulation within the overall matrix of the social formation that circumscribe the 
limitations and determine the form of the political practice of the various components 
(groups and classes) and their combination in mass social motion. 
What are the general features of the overall matrix of a social formation that 
concern us here? In order to begin to explore this question and its implications, it is 
necessary to employ terms from the classical Marxist literature.'4 Using these terms, the 
question becomes; what is the nature of the relationship of the base to the superstructure? 
The Relationship of Base and Superstructure 
At this point it is necessary for us to outline our conceptualization of the 
relationship between the economic base and the political and ideological superstructure 
within the CMP. This has to be made explicit so that when we begin our discussion of 
the creation of new structured relations (i.e. institutions, organizational forms, and 
ideological formulations) by the IAALM we will minimize confusion relative to questions 
regarding the level of those relations and of the social practice in general. Explicitly 
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outlining this relationship will also help in our evaluation of the consequences of the 
social action of this movement within the American social formation. 
The idea that Marxism is a rigid social theory in which economic factors are the 
only fundamental determiners is a view held by many. Such a perspective has been 
characterized as a tendency within the ranks of adherents to Marxism as economism. How 
did those who hold this view arrive legitimately at this erroneous conclusion-their social 
and class bias not withstanding? To understand how this may have happened, Marx’s 
Capital is instructive: 
....The specific economic form, in which unpaid surplus-labor is pumped 
out of direct producers, determines the relationship of rulers and ruled, as it 
grows directly out of production itself and in turn, reacts upon it as a 
determining element. Upon this, however, is founded the entire formation of 
the economic community which grows up out of the production relations 
themselves, thereby simultaneously its specific political form. It is always the 
direct relationship of the owners of the conditions of production to the direct 
producers-a relation always naturally corresponding to a definite stage in the 
development of the methods of labor and thereby its social productivity- 
which reveals the innermost secret, the hidden basis of the entire social 
structure, and with it the political form of relations of sovereignty and 
dependence, in short, the corresponding specific form of the state, (emphasis 
added)14 
A conclusion regarding Marxist theory as "economic determinism" can 
understandably be arrived at if the foregoing passage stood alone and unqualified by the 
following which continues in the original text: 
....This does not prevent the same economic basis- the same from the 
standpoint of its main conditions- due to innumerable different empirical 
circumstances, natural environment, racial relations, external historical 
influences, etc., from showing infinite variations and gradations in appearance, 
which can be ascertained only by an analysis of the empirically given 
circumstances.15 
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The fact that "infinite variations and gradations in appearance"16 may occur from 
the same economic base shows that Marx did not conceptualize the relationship between 
base and superstructure as a simplistic dichotomy. Here it is necessary for us to introduce 
two related areas of discussion so that we may proceed with our purpose. First, we need 
to position ourselves relative to the general debate concerning the nature of the 
relationship between base and superstructure within Marxist theory. Most specifically, 
Althusser’s17 formulations of determination in the "last instance"18 must be considered. 
And secondly, the role of human perceptions as a component in circumscribing political 
practice must also be given some serious attention because of its critical importance in 
shaping instances of political practice. 
Althusser argued that social formations are structured complex wholes,19 and that 
in the CMP, political instances are relatively autonomous and therefore, are not directly 
determined in or by economic instances. However, in social formations dominated by the 
CMP, the whole is determined in "the last instance"20 by the economic mode of 
production. With this formulation, Althusser attempts to combat certain forms of 
economism. 
Without going into any great detail, Althusser departs from Marx’s theory by his 
particular conceptualization of the autonomy of the political from the economic. While 
we agree with this general formulation, the nature of these dynamically mediated relations 
are abstracted to the point of complete separation. This conclusion is derived from a 
fundamental weakness in the work of such neo-Marxists as Althusser,21 
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Poulantzas,22 and others.23 Their misconceptions stem from a rupture between theory and 
practice. 
Nancy Hartsock makes the point in this way: 
....Althusser’s formulation of theoretical practice as an act of production 
does not include the other moments described by Marx and ignores the 
complex and mediated relations of processes. Moreover, it once again breaks 
the links between theory' and practice in Marx’s work. Theoretical practice, 
according to Althusser, contains its own practice, along with its own criteria 
for validation. As Althusser describes it, the sphere of theoretical practice is 
in effect not simply autonomous but independent of other spheres of activity. 
Althusser has subdivided the social world and built identical houses on 
undifferentiated plots of land, (emphasis added)24 
Here the process of the theoretical conceptualization of the social world is separated 
from participation in it. This is a most profound departure from Marx. This presents us 
with a fundamental problem because a distinction between real objects (i.e. social 
formations) and objects of knowledge (i.e. modes of production) is maintained. 
Again, what we are seeking to do is to focus upon the real political practice of a 
political mass movement (the IAALM) within the context of a real social formation (the 
United States of North America) which was from its beginnings and is now dominated 
by the CMP. It is our contention that the central problem in the theoretical work relative 
to this social formation is the failure to comprehend the fundamental nature of the 
relations contained within it. 
We have, therefore, concluded that the American social formation has been from 
its beginnings dominated by the CMP not in the last instance, but in the defining instance. 
What does this mean conceptually for us? It means that within the American social 
formation, which again is a specific real-concrete object, the CMP is dominant and 
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defines all relations including those which linger from previous modes. But in the 
American social formation they did not belong to other modes; these relations belong to 
the mode of production that dominated this formation and only appeared as relations from 
other modes. This is not only because of the defining form of the economically 
determinant articulated relations between base and superstructure, but within the CMP, 
the relative autonomy of the ideologico-political superstructure allows the state to play 
a definitive role in the specification of economic relations. Therefore, the real political 
practices of the classes mediated through the real nation state of that particular social 
formation specifies the form of all social relations which are determined in a defining 
instance by the form in which this social formation reproduces itself. Put another way, 
in social formations dominated by the CMP, the relatively autonomous role played by the 
state allows it to define and to specify relations definitively determined by the dominate 
mode, i.e. the CMP. 
Althusser,25 Poulantzas,26 and others27 have advanced the conceptualization that a 
social formation, which may be dominated by a specific mode of production at a given 
point in its historically determined development, contains other "modes" of production 
having their origin within previous phases and stages of the development of the formation. 
What is, therefore, presented is a theoretical conception of a disjoined social formation 
containing a mosaic of relatively distinctive structural wholes that are dominated by the 
CMP in the last instance. 
These postulates are unacceptable to us because they fail to adequately consider the 
role played by the relatively autonomous capitalist state in the specification of economic 
30 
relations and practices. Furthermore, this formulation is propounded by this same group 
of theorists in other parts of their analysis but never developed and followed through to 
any logically consistent conclusion based upon the dialectical unity of theory and practice. 
Since we are attempting to conceptualize the formation and consolidation of the 
state within the American social formation, the determination of epoch specificity 
becomes critical to our theoretical task. For us, therefore, because of the relative 
autonomy of the state and its function in the specification of relations and practice in the 
economic sphere, all relations and practices within the American social formation are 
fundamentally and definitively capitalist in nature. Taking this analysis further, other 
"modes" of production, i.e. slavery, that appear within this formation as remnants or 
residue from previous stages and phases are by virtue of the unifying role of the state in 
the specification of economic relations and practices definitively capitalist in nature also. 
They only appear as pre-capitalist forms of production. Within the specific example of 
the North American social formation, the production relations of the plantation, those of 
the freehold farms, and even some other pre-industrial relations could be mistaken as 
disjointed pre-capitalist forms of production. However, when adequate consideration is 
given to the integrating function of the relatively autonomous capitalist state, a different 
theoretical conception emerges. In essence these relations are then seen as operating 
within a unified whole and are determined in a defining instance by the dominant mode 
of production in the economic sphere and by the state through the articulated 
interrelations between the political and the economic spheres of the social formation. 
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Before leaving this section, it is necessary to consider the second area of general 
discussion relative to the base and superstructure. The role of human perceptions as a 
component within the dynamic relations of the ideologico-political superstructure will be 
more fully discussed when we examine certain relevant aspects of class consciousness in 
chapter three. It will be discussed after we have advanced our conceptions of certain 
critical aspects of social class. We believe that this is the appropriate place in our 
exposition for the presentation of these arguments because of their basis within the class 
struggle. However, there are some aspects of this discussion that have direct bearing here. 
The affirmation by Marx that there are "infinite variations and gradations in 
appearance"28 that may occur from the same economic base shows that a simplistic 
reading of his works from the point of view of economic determinism is inaccurate and 
presumptuous. The role of human consciousness acting through class struggle is a central 
conception of historical materialism even though it was not propounded by Marx in 
explicit detail. 
Ken Post makes this point in Arise Ye Starvelings.29 citing the same text as he 
argues against a simplistic reading of Marx. Post asserts that: 
....Since social action is given form by perceptions of reality, variations 
which are only those in ’appearance’ could still give rise to different instances 
of political practice even when basic structures are the same.30 
While Post is appreciably structuralistic in his outlook he is nevertheless very 
helpful. We take his usage of the concept "basic structures"31 to refer to definite structural 
relations within the economic sphere of a specific social formation. With this clarification 
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made, it becomes possible to see how human consciousness acting through class conflict 
can be of critical importance in shaping instances of political practice. 
This work focuses upon the social creations of a conscious autonomous sector of 
an emerging class as it struggles within the defining limits of its own social context. 
These limits continue to be redefined through and by class struggle within the social 
formation as a whole and through the structured relations of the institutions that class 
struggle forms as a living part of this ever unfolding struggle. 
A point of terminological clarification is needed here. When we refer to "struggle,” 
we mean instances of political practice within and between interpenetrated structural 
relations of a social formation or totality. The point here is that instances of political 
practice or aspects of struggle-all are derived from the class struggle. But these instances, 
however, may manifest themselves in many and varied forms not wholly determined by 
the economic base. 
There is, at this point, a need to reaffirm, without the simplistic over emphasis of 
economism, the main Marxist postulate that without economic practice or production there 
can be no social formation. It simply could not reproduce itself. In this sense then 
economic practice, by creating the conditions for the existence of a social formation, 
provides the contextual relations which- in a defining sense- is determining of the 
instances of political practice. Furthermore, it is precisely these instances of political 
struggle that serve to redefine the contextual relations in which they occur and which 
energize and drive the process. 
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Social Classes and Mass Movement 
It is undeniable that theory relative to the concept of social class, more specifically, 
to the internal dynamics of social class is insufficient in the classical literature. What 
exists are presumptive references to social classes in general, and obtuse references to 
strata, layers, segments, sectors, fragments, or other allusive designations regarding 
internal structural relations of social classes more specifically. 
Regarding this fundamental limitation in theory, Lukacs makes a similar point about 
the concept of social class: 
Marx’s chief work breaks off just as he is about to embark on the 
definition of class. This omission was to have serious consequences both for 
the theory and the practice of the proletariat. For on this vital point the later 
movement was forced to base itself on interpretations, on the collation of 
occasional utterances by Marx and Engels and on the independent 
extrapolation and application of their method.31 
Since Lukacs’ lamentation there has emerged a small body of theoretical discussion 
relevant to the general nature as well as to the internal relations of social classes. This 
literature was initiated principally by the writings of Poulantzas during the decade of the 
1970s.32 
Avoiding the pitfalls of an economist reading of the classical literature, Poulantzas 
correctly concludes that in Marxist theory, social classes are determined primarily at the 
level of the economic base. But class determination at this level is only one aspect of this 
critical process.33 The ideologico-political superstructure also acts to determine class as 
a secondary determiner. Again, contrary to the economist view which ascribes the process 
of class determination solely to the economic sphere, Poulantzas is, rightly, positing a 
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dialectical process taking place between both the economic and the political spheres 
simultaneously with the economic aspect playing the primary defining role.34 
Poulantzas avoids the problems of a rigid structuralist reading of Marx also: 
For Marxism, social classes involve in one and the same process both 
class contradictions and class struggles; social classes do not firstly exist as 
such, and only then enter into a class struggle. Social classes coincide with 
class practices, i.e. the class struggle, and are only defined in their mutual 
opposition.35 
These two propositions: 1) That class is determined both in the economic and 
political spheres, and 2) that social class can only be determined within the context of the 
class struggle; are useful to us. The former requires that we locate a given social class 
within the basic production relations and in the political and ideological relations of a 
given social formation dominated by a specific mode of production in a definitive sense. 
It allows us to differentiate on the basis of subtle distinctions owing to uneven 
development within the economic sphere of a particular concrete social formation between 
certain strata, sectors, fractions or fragments of a class. With this formulation, we are also 
able to separate particular groupings and configurations based upon their position in 
political and ideological relations. 
This will be critically important in our analysis of the American social formation 
since it has always been dominated by the CMP. And in social formations specified as 
such by this epoch, the relatively autonomous political sphere has many specific 
implications. These arguments will be developed further as we discuss the concept of the 
relative autonomy of the state and representative government in a subsequent chapter. 
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But we need to, at this point, make it very clear that class subdivisions or sectors 
of classes derived in this way and so defined can and do operate in a materially 
discernible fashion as part of the overall class struggle and do intervene at certain flash 
points within a historically determined social formation. Although Poulantzas would not 
agree with our extension of his postulation (he maintains the Althusserian distinction 
between the concepts of mode of production and of social formation), he makes the 
germane point that: 
These differentiations, (sectors, or subdivisions of social classes) for 
which reference to political and ideological relations is always indispensable, 
are of great importance; these fractions, strata and categories may often, in 
suitable concrete conjunctures, assume the rule (role?) of relatively 
autonomous social forces, (parenthesis added)36 
Here we know that Poulantzas is discussing a real concrete object since 
conjunctures only occur within social formations, not modes of production for him. The 
process of the combination, polarization, and the formation of alliances between and 
among classes and sectors of classes is the political essence of mass movement. 
Poulantzas’ concept of "the power bloc"37 specifies this process as it occurs within the 
dominating classes and sectors of classes. And of course, this is an indication of the 
direction and emphasis of his work. But this process as it occurs within the dominated 
classes and sectors of classes is, by and large, unexplored theoretical terrain. Dubois38, 
Allen39, and other good descriptive historians have provided us with a sound beginning 
relative to the American social formation. It is, therefore, a principal task of this 
theoretical undertaking to extend the analysis of this real concrete object. 
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The second postulate of class determination from the above, at this point, needs 
restatement. Social class determination can only take place within the context of the class 
struggle. This postulate allows us to conceptualize both the economic and the political 
structured relations (i.e. institutions) as the consequential effects of the class struggle, 
rather than its cause or its ultimate context. This point will be made distinct when we 
consider the place of the capitalist plantation within the matrix of the American social 
formation. 
Additionally, this postulate also allows us to conceptualize social classes as agents 
of social transformation, and by virtue of their internal dynamics, self-transformation 
within the context of the general class struggle. We should continue to emphasize that this 
is class motion and should not be understood as some vague "popular"40 motion in which 
various classes are dissolved. 
Relevant Aspects of the Concept 
of Social Contradiction 
In the classical literature, Marx and Engels did not conceive an antithetical 
interrelationship between wealth in the form of private property and the proletariat as two 
static sides of a single whole or "unity".41 Instead, they viewed the two principal aspects 
of this unity as occupying a very specific relationship vis-a-vis each other. Wealth in the 
form of private property, as the dominant aspect of this interdependent relationship, must 
maintain the structured relations of the whole which defines it in order to sustain its 
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existence. The proletariat as the positive aspect of this contradiction "is forced, as 
proletariat, to abolish itself,"42 in order to free itself. In order to transform this relation it 
must transform the "whole" or the "unity" which defines and contains this relation as the 
most fundamental part of a general set of social relations. This antithetical opposition, for 
Marx, is the defining dynamic of any mode of production containing classes. 
Here we are using "antithetical opposition" as a formal abstract concept and 
"contradiction" as a real concrete concept. They are not, therefore, being used 
interchangeably. We are, however, using the terms "unity", "whole", and "social totality" 
in an interchangeable manner as general formal abstract terms. 
By the concept contradiction, we are referring to the complex nature of the dynamic 
interaction of the various relations and aspects of the relations that form the multilevel 
social matrix of a given social formation. We are here using this concept as an expression 
of the precise form of the articulation between relations and their aspects at a given 
historical determined point. As such this is being applied to a real-concrete object of 
study, i.e. a particular social formation, the United States of North America. 
In order to grasp our conceptualization of the essential nature of these relations it 
is necessary to examine the theoretical work that informs this study relative to the term 
"contradiction". 
Perhaps we need to offer some consideration of several of the main tenets contained 
within Mao Tse Tung’s widely circulated essay, On Contradiction.43 He presents a view 
of his distinction between principle and secondary contradictions. He goes on to establish 
a further distinction between the principal and non-principal aspects of a contradiction. 
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And he also puts forward his notions concerning the differences between antagonistic and 
non-antagonistic contradictions.44 For Mao, under certain external conditions, the principle 
and secondary contradictions may change places. He also posits the inter-changeability 
of the principle and the non-principle aspects of a single contradiction: 
....the principal and the non-principal aspects of a contradiction 
transform themselves into each other and the nature of the thing changes 
accordingly. In a given process or at a given stage in the development of a 
contradiction, A is the principal aspect and B is the non-principal aspect; at 
another stage or in another process the roles are reversed- a change 
determined by the extent of the increase or decrease in the force of each 
aspect in its struggle against the other in the course of the development of a 
thing, (emphasis added)45 
While there is much to be questioned in this passage, we want to specifically focus 
upon the proposition concerning the reversibility of roles and of dominance within and 
between the relations of both the principal and secondary contradictions and within and 
between principal and non-principal aspects of a single contradiction. This reversibility 
formulation is seriously flawed. The principal contradiction and the principal aspect of 
a contradiction are not determined by political actors in the midst of a tactical crisis. 
These determinations are made in a defining instance at the level of the economic base 
in the form that the production and the reproduction of the social formation takes. They 
are not reversible, nor are they in any sense arbitrary. The reversibility of these relations 
are apparent only to the pragmatist. 
Before leaving Mao, we should examine his formulation regarding the role of 
antagonism in contradiction i.e. the interrelationship between antagonistic and non- 
antagonistic contradictions. Here again he outlines his pragmatic interreversibility: 
39 
In accordance with the concrete development of a thing, some 
contradictions which were originally non-antagonistic develop into 
antagonistic ones, while others which were originally antagonistic develop 
into non-antagonistic ones.46 
He is also saying here that the transition from non-antagonistic to antagonistic 
contradiction is the same as the transition from political practice involving non-combative 
instances to practice involving combative instances i.e. from class peace to class war. As 
a matter of fact, this is the basis for the distinction as his writings explicitly indicates.47 
This too is not useful and is unacceptable. 
The essence of the distinction between an antagonistic and non-antagonistic 
contradiction lay at the basis of the fundamental nature of the continually developing 
unity as defined by the relations between its dominant and subordinant aspects. In an 
antagonistic contradiction each aspect perpetually recreates the other and is itself the 
condition for the continued existence of the other. Their development is necessarily 
unequal within the context of the totality. The subordinant aspect of an antagonistic 
contradiction can not develop within the structured relation of this unity without the unity 
itself being transformed into something else. This principal relation of domination and of 
subordination which is the most defining feature of this unity is maintained by the 
resulting social practice itself being determined and circumscribed, in its reformist 
dimensions, by this set of relations. 
In order for the subordinant aspect of an antagonistic contradiction to affirm its full 
development, it must transform the totality through new forms of social practice and 
thereby destroy itself. That is what Marx meant when he outlined the essence of his 
doctrine of social revolution. He stated that the proletariat "is forced, as proletariat to 
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abolish itself."48 This process is certainly not reversible. But more importantly, it is not 
defined by warfare and warfare alone. This distinction is necessary so that we will not 
regard the conjuncture of the civil war in the United States, for example, as a 
revolutionary conflict solely on the basis of its military intensity and its general inhuman 
fury. We will be using our conception of social contradiction in our exposition of the role 
of the IAALM not only in the Civil War and the Reconstruction, but also in other 
conjunctures within the scope of this study. 
Critical to our analysis is our conceptualization of the emerging American 
proletariat as a social unity itself containing contradictions. The larger inter-articulation 
of these contradictions within the relations of the social formation is an expression of the 
class struggle at any point. And within the proletariat itself, as in any relatively stable 
emerging unity, these dynamically structured relations contain dominant and subordinant 
aspects which, in this case, maintain non-antagonistic relations within and between 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE INDEPENDENT AFRICAN AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT 
CONCEPTUALLY CONSIDERED 
In this chapter we will define our object of study in conceptual detail. We will first 
show that the IAALM represents the essential motion of a sector of the emerging 
American proletariat. The structured relations of the IAALM are formulated as the 
quintessential core of the working class even as it was being formed by the practices and 
relations of the American social formation. In this way it acquired its capacity for self¬ 
movement and self-organization. Then we will pose the question of the historical origin 
of the IAALM in abstract formal terms. In so doing we will begin to reveal the initial 
contours of our arguments about the dialectical process by which it (the IAALM) assumed 
a defining role within the autonomous political practice of the American working class. 
Relevant theoretical formulations regarding class formation will be brought to bear 
upon the determination of an autonomous class or sector of a class as a conscious 
political force. Class consciousness and class political practice in the process of class 
formation are viewed as aspects of a dialectical unity going through various stages and 
phases. These will be roughly outlined. 
In this connection our usage of the term "sector" of a class will be delineated as we 
pose our distinctive conceptualization of social formations dominated by the CMP in a 
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defining sense. Here we will develop certain critical formulations relevant to the 
autonomous role of the capitalist state as a determiner of economic relations and practices 
and show how the implications of its integrating function for capitalist social formations 
has been short circuited in the theory. 
Then we will give consideration to political institutions including the state as effects 
of the opposing practices of classes at the level of the political. Our views of the role of 
social institutions in the process of the development of class consciousness and class 
formation will be advanced at this point in our exposition. 
The last section of the chapter considers social institutions and state power. The 
analysis makes certain necessary distinctions between "the state apparatus”, "the state" in 
general terms, and "state power". Our position within the debate regarding the relative 
autonomy of the state will be clearly and definitively distinguished and any conceptual 
confusion about the possession of power by the state independent of social classes will 
be clarified. 
The Independent African American Labor Movement 
We begin advancing our conceptualization by stating that we conceive of the 
IAALM as the historical quintessential aspect of the dynamic core of the emerging 
American proletariat. It is therefore a part of a historically derived social class with its 
own internal contradictions. Earlier, we stated that social classes, in general, are unities 
that are composed of contradictory structured relations. Now we need to outline our 
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analysis of the specific nature of the articulated relations that characterize not only the 
internal dynamics of social classes, but also offer some discussion bearing upon the 
relations of classes within the articulated matrix of a social formation. In this sense, social 
classes are autonomous unities. The internal dynamics of classes often reflect the general 
class relations of the social formation and also indicate the stage of development of these 
relations at any given point. 
In terms of our real concrete object of study, we conceive the IAALM as occupying 
a dynamic and unique position within the articulated relations that characterize the 
emerging American proletariat at any given point in the history of the American social 
formation. We also wish to show that it is a defining sector of the proletariat capable of 
engaging itself in decisive political practices at certain conjunctures.1 
Because of its contradictory internal relations and its position in the articulated 
relations of the social formation, the proletariat is perpetually in the process of self 
transformation as it is simultaneously engaged in the general class struggle.2 Let us again 
emphasize that since neither the proletariat nor any class for that matter, occupies a 
completely isolated position within a given social formation, its transformation is 
dependent upon its political practice. Put another way, classes are reproduced within a 
social formation by the class struggle and are internally transformed by this same process. 
But at a certain point in the development of the relations of the matrix, a class 
begins to initiate relatively independent political action and begins to assert itself within 
the generalized class struggle. This is when a class becomes capable of self¬ 
transformation.3 C.L.R. James has described this process as it took place in the real 
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concrete Haitian social formation.4 This is the same phenomenon that Georg Lukacs has 
referred to by demonstrating that a class "in itself"5 becomes a class "for itself’.6 
Therefore, the proletariat becomes or is conceptualized as a historically derived class 
with the potential for self-transformation. It is itself a unity containing a dynamic core 
made up of contradictory relations whose dominant aspect best expresses its essence at 
any given time. In other words, it is the dominant aspect that expresses its "quintessential" 
character at any particular point. Here we are using the term dominant in a defining sense 
and not in an exploitative sense. 
These formulations raise a number of related questions. What is the nature of this 
quintessential core in real concrete terms, i.e. within the context of the historical 
development of the American social formation? What is its specific origin? How did it 
become integrated into the proletariat? And what is and has been its precise position 
within it? 
These, of course, are questions relative to the general topic of class formation in 
Marxist theory. Ken Post offers some timely help in this regard: 
....there is a process, of class formation, which such social units 
gradually acquire a whole set of distinctive structural features and 
relationships with other classes. The process of class formation differs in each 
historical case, but in general it may be said that as a class forms it acquires 
more and more of the material and non-material attributes of such, with the 
ultimate expression the class-conscious proletariat produced by capitalism.7 
Here we get an idea of the process, but we now need more information, more ideas 
and notions directly bearing upon the question of the nature of the internal dynamic 
structural relations and their aspects that we are calling social class. Post continues to be 
helpful: 
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....since the historical evolution of social formations is combined and 
uneven, classes as they emerge will be influenced by the existence of 
determinants of social organization - prior class relations, kinship, perhaps 
racial divisions-...8 
The Literature on this subject is full with vague and ill-defined references to certain 
segments, sectors, strata, factions, and fractions of classes. In general, the way in which 
these concepts have been introduced and applied fall within the realm of placid 
metaphysical description. In many cases these descriptive definitions are not historically 
derived and are not specifically viewed in terms that establish relations that in any way 
involve political or economic practice. 
For purposes of this work we will use the term "sector" to refer to the IAALM. We 
will, therefore, be speaking of the IAALM as a sector of the historically derived and 
emerging American proletariat. 
The term "sector" enables us to appreciate the racial dimension of class 
development more fully. It gives us a concept that helps in our comprehension of the 
uniqueness of the exploitation and the oppression of groups that appear to be different 
from the general class conflict within the social formation. This concept also allows us 
to more clearly examine the relatively independent struggle of exploited and oppressed 
groups and identify the effects of their unique practice. 
The term "sector" will be used in three different senses all relevant to the racial 
dimension of the social practice of the IAALM. 
1) In an historical sense- a sector of a class may be regarded as a component of the 
relations of a dynamic core or it may be an element of a less essential periphery. In any 
case, its origin is to be found within another social formation, one dominated in a 
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defining instance by another mode of production. As an element from another social 
formation, so defined in its mode of production, it becomes a part of a new social 
formation as a result of historical circumstance. The African laborer within the 
institutional context of the new world capitalist plantation system, in general, and within 
the American social formation in particular represents a specific example of this. 
2) In a political sense- a sector of a class may have a different set of juridico- 
political constraints placed upon it compared with the remainder of the class. This may 
be derived from having unequal access to the principal means of production in a given 
social formation which may result in a subtle yet qualitative difference in the level and 
even the manner in which labor power is exploited. This reveals itself at the level of the 
market in capitalist social formations i.e. those dominated in a defining instance by the 
CMP, with certain sectors of the proletariat having less access to the goods and services 
that their exploitation is responsible for creating in greater measure. Again, we remain 
focused upon our object of study as an example of this. 
3) And in a third, more strictly economic sense- a sector of a class may arise from 
the fact that social formations, while integrated into a singular whole, contain nevertheless 
many unevenly developed sections. These relations operate primarily within the economic 
sphere, but are also affected by political determiners that have a integrating function 
within the social formation. While these different sections do provide for differences in 
economic practice, these instances are merely variations in the general mode of social 
reproduction determined in a defining instance by the dynamics of the mode of production 
that maintains the unity and the integrity of the social formation. Labor and capital may 
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even operate differently within different sections of the same social formation by 
combining labor power and means of production in different degrees and ways yielding, 
what appears to be, qualitatively different characteristics in the social surplus. But the 
dominant and defining mode of production in social formations which are relatively 
articulated relegates certain non-dominant forms of the combination of labor power and 
means of production, through the function of the state, to the role of non-essential 
peripheral practices. In other words, the activity which characterizes these marginal 
sections are not essential to the reproduction of the social formation. Since they function 
within the articulated relations of the defining mode these forms of the combination of 
labor power and means of production within this context are really variations in quantity, 
i.e. variations in productivity. As such these quantitative differences are epi-phenomena 
and merely appear as residual traces from previous formations. 
This is a phenomenon that has been observed to be a feature of complex social 
formations defined by the CMP. It is an effect of the relative autonomy of the capitalist 
state, a more detailed discussion of which we will delay for consideration later in this 
chapter. 
These are the various senses in which we shall be using and applying the term 
"sector" of a class. These senses are themselves interrelated and summed up in our 
conception of the term. Accordingly, we shall seek to apply it as such. 
Now this is a different view of social formations than those presented by 
Althusser.9, Poulantzas10, Post", and others12. These theoreticians are in agreement that 
a given social formation may contain many different modes of productions. While they 
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conceive social formations as containing dominant modes, the non-dominant modes 
function autonomously. They do, however, affirm uneven development between, what is 
for them, different modes of production. They also affirm the integrating role played by 
the capitalist state but they abandon the concept without following through with its 
implications. 
The position of the state in the CMP allows it to act as a determiner, in concert with 
aspects and relations within the economic sphere, of the form of the reproduction of the 
social formation. In other words, the capitalist state acts as a definer of the mode of 
production in social formations dominated by the CMP. In fact, the capacity of the state 
to assume this function is itself both an affect of and an expression of the epoch 
specificity of the social formation. This, as the reader will see, is a crucial consideration 
in this study. 
Such a conceptual error can be easily understood in the case of Ken Post13 when 
he attempts to apply this formulation in an analysis of the upheaval within the Jamaican 
social formation during the decade of 1930. Here Post attempts to analyze a social 
formation within the capitalist periphery characterized by the dis-articulation of the 
horizontal production relations contained within it. These relations reflected its status as 
a colony integrated in a specific historically determined fashion within the ICS at that 
point. Therefore, it would quite justifiably appear to Post14, that Jamaica would contain 
different modes of productions. But these relations, as Walter Rodney15, has pointed out, 
are part of the relations required by capitalism in the underdeveloped world in order to 
reproduce itself. The perpetuation of this underdevelopment dynamic is critical to the 
52 
reproduction of the ICS. The maintenance of these relations in both the developed 
métropoles and in the periphery are essential to the reproduction of the ICS. In the 
periphery, relations internal to these social formations are formed in a dis-articulated 
fashion and could be mistaken as other modes of production. 
Two other considerations need to be mentioned here since they bear upon the 
central problem of the nature of differing sections of the economy within capitalist social 
formations. 1) Capitalism did encounter other modes of production as it began its 
extended reproduction i.e. its stage of imperialism. But at the moment that the colonial 
state began to assume its role as a determiner of economic relations within these 
peripheral social formations, which were necessarily dis-articulated, these formations 
became dominated in a defining sense by the CMP. And 2) the criteria for the 
determination of epoch specificity were derived by Marx16 and other European 
theoreticians of the classical literature17 from their observations of the development of 
various western European social formations and nations states. The literature still suffers 
from this weakness. 
But the general tendency of capitalism toward centralization and concentration 
within a given social formation is well established and recognized.18 That is why it is 
difficult to comprehend this conception of the capitalist social formation as containing 
separate and relatively autonomous modes of production. This is especially problematic 
in the case of an analysis of the political history of metropolitan France. It is of course 
France which is one of the real concrete objects of study from which Poulantzas derives 
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many of his formulations.19 We will return repeatedly to this and related propositions and 
their implications. 
Class Consciousness and 
The Independent African American Labor Movement 
We have defined the Independent African American Labor Movement (IAALM) as 
essentially a social movement initiated by and as a result of the political practice of a 
sector of the American proletariat. As such it is the resulting effect of the political 
practice of a sector of a social class. The question then becomes: does a sector of a class 
possess or can it achieve some kind of consciousness? 
As we approach this very important question, we should be reminded that we are 
not regarding the IAALM as same peripheral sector of the American proletariat. We have 
already stated emphatically that we consider the IAALM to be the quintessential defining 
core of an emerging class. As such the question should be rephrased. A more useful 
question is: What has been and what now is the role of the IAALM in the development 
of the class consciousness of the American proletariat? 
Our analysis, therefore, shall be directed toward the advancement of our viewpoint 
on the development of class consciousness in general and proletarian class consciousness 
in particular. Here we are compelled to make a distinction between the consciousness of 
individual actors within a class or of persons that might make up a given class and the 
consciousness of the class itself. 
Let us now return to Lukacs. Writing on this matter he has stated: 
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This consciousness (class consciousness) is, therefore, neither the sum 
nor the average of what is thought or felt by the single individuals who make 
up the class. And yet the historically significant actions of the class as a 
whole are determined in the last resort by this consciousness and not by the 
thought of the individual- and these actions can be understood only by 
reference to this consciousness, (parenthesis added)20 
In a real sense class consciousness refers to an historically derived and emerging 
qualitative attribute of a particular class whereby it comes to assert and to affirm the most 
profound implications of its distinctive social being through independent political practice. 
Class consciousness is therefore essential to the process of class formation. It develops 
as part of the internal contradictory relations in combination with the position that the 
class occupies within the dynamic articulated relations of the formation. In short, class 
consciousness begins with class formation. 
We have previously argued that classes are determined within the context of the 
generalized class struggle. It is, therefore, the process of social practice that energizes and 
transforms a class itself into a political force acting in its own behalf. 
As a class is formed from its various sectors, so too does it begin to develop class 
consciousness. Class consciousness does not at first appear as class consciousness. It first 
appears as other forms of perceptions of social reality reflecting the dialectical dynamics 
of the formation of the contradictory relations of its core from various sectors and 
fragments. It arises in different ways and goes through distinctive stages and phases. The 
ways in which it arises correspond roughly to the senses in which we used the term 
"sector" of a social class in the previous section of this exposition. Accordingly, they are 
the following: 
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1) The beginnings of class conscious may come from a knowledge of a common 
history i.e. the general acknowledgement of their origin within another social formation. 
This knowledge may be maintained and transmitted from generation to generation through 
residual cultural elements including ideas, lore, and ritual. Here African laborers see 
themselves as having an African origin. 
2) Class conscious may find some aspects of it origins within the political 
constraints placed upon certain sectors of social classes as opposed to others. Because of 
the unequal development of the relations within and between sectors of social classes 
which may result in differing access to means of production as well as to goods and 
services there exist different forms and levels of institutional constraints. Here African 
laborers see themselves as victims of the lash, of police brutality, or of institutional 
racism. 
3) Elements of class consciousness can be found in the differences in the economic 
practices within distinctive sections of the social formation. A group sees themselves 
being exploited in the same way. Here African slaves see themselves as working on a 
plantation, or African American workers see themselves as working in a factor}'. 
Perceptions of these dynamic realities as well as these relations themselves 
constitute aspects of the contradictory relations that form the internal core of the 
beginnings of the proletariat in contradictory articulation with other classes and sectors 
of classes within the social formation. It might be mentioned that the proletariat, 
particularly in its formative phases, is subject to the interpretations of these realities by 
the hegemonic bourgeoisie. This is part of the legitimacy function of the capitalist state 
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as it succeeds in the unification of the social formation. This is the process by which false 
consciousness develops within the proletariat according to Lukacs21. 
Class consciousness, we have asserted, begins as part of the process of class 
formation. These various sectors become integrated into a dynamic contradictory core as 
a result of the combination of the various political practices of these sectors acting as an 
emerging unity within the relations of the matrix of the social formation. Consciousness 
goes through various phases corresponding roughly to the phases of the combination of 
the various political practices of these sectors as part of the process of forming the class 
as a unity. 
Again, these are not psychological phases in the cognitive development of 
individuals that might be members of the working class. These are phases in the 
development of a phenomenon that is qualitatively different from the perceptions of 
individuals. 
We conceptualize these phases as follows: 
1) The first phase is composed of obscure, inconsistent, undefined, and unstable 
notions relative to some form of the victimization of some ambiguous "us” by some 
indefinite "them". The identification of some rudimentary elements of exploitation or 
some fragmentary aspects of institutional oppression (i.e. "they work us too hard" and/or 
"they whip us too much”) is included within the perceptions that characterized this phase. 
Often these perceptions are highly personalized and are reduced to personal attributes of 
members of a group. This stage is also characterized by an almost random vacillation of 
the perceptual identification of the oppressed between the "us" and the "them." This of 
57 
course reflects the effects of the process of ideological legitimization mediated by the 
capitalist state. 
2) This next stage is the point at which undefined notions and vague impressions 
are transformed through social practice into certain basic ideological determinations that 
are recognizable as being descriptive of the specific social reality of the working class. 
These ideological determinations involve the beginnings of a perception of the general 
relations of the social formation and operate as a guide to increasingly more sophisticated 
political practice. Since the general tendency of the formation is toward more integration 
within this unity as the hegemonic sector of the dominant class establishes it ideological 
legitimacy elements from this ideology are used to interpret the social reality of the 
emerging laboring classes. There is then a dis-articulation between ideology and social 
reality resulting in differing forms of distorted perceptions of the relations within the 
dynamic matrix. Fetishism, reification, and the adherence to beliefs such as royalism, 
divine salvation, and Zionism are forms that this takes within the laboring classes. Often 
these distorted perceptions serve as impediments to unified class practice and must be 
overcome and their limitations dispelled by continuous broader political action. 
3) This stage is characterized by the emergence of highly developed social theory 
that can explain the exploitative relations of the social formation in clear historically 
derived terms, thus demystifying them. This social theory is an expression of the 
articulated unity of ideology and reality and reflects the view of the relations of the 
matrix from the unique perspective of the laboring classes. It, therefore, prescribes 
58 
instances of specific class practices which enriches the theory as pan of this dialectical 
relationship. 
Although we have outlined what we regard as a progression, these phases bear some 
resemblance to Post’s "levels of class consciousness"22 and to "the modes of being"2' 
propounded by Mesazros. We have sought to conceptualize this process as one 
encompassing and generating mass movement that takes a certain form dependent upon 
the particular articulation of the relations of the classes and sectors of classes involved 
and the particular phase of the development of their consciousness and their relations 
within the larger dynamic matrix. 
In the classical Marxist literature Bukarin refers to the subjective benefits that a 
particular class derives from its political practice as accumulated "experience in battle."24 
Political Institutions as Creatures 
of Class Action 
With the development of more intense political practice and the enrichment of social 
consciousness, institutional structured relations emerge as effects of this process. In an 
attempt to avoid the pitfalls of an instrumentalist analysis which views all social 
institutions as weapons or "instruments"25 fashioned by classes for their direct use in 
political practice, the state which is regarded as the ultimate class instrument is conceived 
as a structured social utensil through which classes exercise their domination. It therefore 
becomes a metaphysical goal or prize to be sought. 
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This view presupposes the existence of classes as an a priori condition for the 
emergence of a state or for that matter any social institution. We conceptualize the 
emergence of institutions as effects of the social practice of classes. 
Previously in our exposition of the origin and development of class consciousness, 
we argued that class consciousness was part of the process of class formation. We tried 
to point out that a class comes to assert its own distinctive existence through independent 
political practice. Put another way, this is the process in which a class becomes a social 
force. We also attempted to show earlier on that class determination can only occur within 
the context of the opposing political practices of classes i.e. within the class struggle. The 
question then becomes, for us and our purpose, how is the emergence of institutions part 
of this process? 
This question is tied to the general question of when does a distinctive class become 
a social force? One reading of Marx simply responds to this question by saying that a 
class becomes a social force when it demonstrates a capacity for independent organization 
i.e. when it forms a distinctive political party.26 
We agree with Poulantzas’s disagreement with this simplistic view. He states the 
basis of his disagreement with this proposition in the following fashion: 
....the real problem posed by Marx with regard this time to a social 
formation is that a class can be considered as a distinct and autonomous class, 
as a social force, inside a social formation, only when its connection with the 
relations of production, its economic existence, is reflected on the other levels 
bv a specific presence, (all emphasis in the original)27 
Poulantzas sets the question up for a clear declarative response since, again, he is 
not willing to accept the view advanced by Lukacs28, among others 29 that a class becomes 
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a social force only when it achieves a class consciousness of its own as demonstrated in 
the organization of its distinctive political party. He does so in the following manner: 
How, at the political and ideological levels, should we mark out this 
presence which constitutes the distinct character of the classes (and also the 
character of an autonomous faction of a class) in a formation? How can a 
criterion be defined which will lead us to decipher the existence of a class, 
or of a fraction, as a social force in a determinate formation: that is, a 
criterion which obviously cannot be supplied exclusively by the economic 
level? (emphasis and parentheses in the original)30 
It is interesting that Poulantzas applies these arguments not only to classes but to 
"an autonomous factions of a class"31 as well. This will be of greater importance to us 
later. Now in response to the question directly posed in the forgoing he introduces the 
doctrine of "pertinent effects."32 
He, therefore, presents this doctrine thusly: 
The ’pertinent effects’ can be located in the political and ideological 
structure as well as in social, political and ideological class relations. We 
shall designate by ’pertinent effects’ the fact that the reflection of the place 
in the process of production on the other levels constitutes a new element 
which cannot be inserted in the typical framework which these levels would 
present without this element, (emphasis in the original)33 
With the introduction of such a relevant doctrine, Poulantzas has indeed effectively 
transformed "the limits of the levels of structures or of class struggle"34 (emphasis in the 
original). This is not merely an expansion of this discussion but it set the debate upon a 
new plane. 
Now classes or even fractions of classes by virtue of ’pertinent effects’ can be said 
to have become social forces without possessing political organizations of their own or 
even without having an identifiable ideology that is theirs. What is required for a class 
or a fraction (sector) of a class to become a social force is that its presence at the 
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economic level in the relations of production must be reflected within the political and 
ideological superstructure in some discernible way. 
Poulantzas derives the example which he uses to show a distinctive class as a social 
force without organization or ideology from his reading of The Eighteenth Brumaire of 
Louis Bonaparte.35 The case in point is the small-holding peasants. He says that: 
....the economic existence of the small-holding peasants is reflected, on 
the political level, by the ’pertinent effects’ constituted by the particular form 
of state of Bonapartism as a historical phenomenon, (emphasis in the 
original)36 
So we have arrived at the conclusion that a class or a fraction (a sector) of a class 
can be determined to be a social force by its effect within the state. In this work we want 
to demonstrate this by showing within the context of the American social formation the 
’pertinent effects’ of the IAALM within the American capitalist state. But we also believe 
that the IAALM can be demonstrated to be a social force by more obvious criteria. It can 
be shown to have the capacity for the development of both organization and ideology. 
While we must avoid the conceptual problems involved with Lukacs’s reading of 
Marx’s early writings, his remarks, in The Critical Philosophy37, the general question of 
the historical nature of social institutions are relevant. He outlines these general arguments 
in this way: 
This critical philosophy implies above all historical criticism. It 
dissolves the rigid, unhistorical, natural appearance of social institutions; it 
reveals their historical origins and shows therefore that they are subject to 
history in every respect including historical decline. Consequently history 
does not merely unfold within the terrain mapped out by these institutions. It 
does not resolve itself into the evolution of contents, of men and situations, 
etc., while the principles of society remain eternally valid. Nor are these 
institutions the goal to which all history aspires, such that when they are 
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realized history will have fulfilled her mission and will then be at an end. 
(emphasis in the original)38 
He concludes the passage with this definitive statement on the role of social 
institutions in history. 
....On the contrary, history is precisely the history of these institutions, 
of the changes they undergo as institutions which bring men together in 
societies, (emphasis in the original)39 
While the instrumentalist argument that history is simply a history of institutions 
is debatable, and certainly the derived humanist proposition that human beings make 
history even within the context of institutions is incomplete, we believe that the practice 
of classes in opposition drives history and that institutions are the effects of this class 
struggle at the ideologico-political level within a historically determined social formation. 
This debate put aside for the time being; what is useful to us in Lukacs is his 
assertion that all social institutions are structured relations determined within the social 
formation of their origin. And since social formations are dominated in a "defining 
instance" by a discemibly epoch specific mode of production, then by inference, social 
classes and/or sectors of social classes, in a real-concrete sense, possess epoch specificity. 
Now since it is generally agreed that the form of the relations of productions is a 
determiner of a mode of production and therefore, the epoch specificity of a given social 
formation, we may conclude that the institutional effects of the social practices that arise 
from these relations are also epoch specific. That of course includes the widely 
acknowledged epoch specificity of the state. 
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Social Institutions and Class Power 
In order to approach an examination of the relations between social institutions and 
the state, we need to begin by defining senses in which we will be using these terms. 
Here we make a distinction between "state" and "state apparatus." The state is conceived 
as an abstract formal concept that represents the structured relations which are the effects 
of the class struggle at the level of the political. Since at any point in history one class-to 
a greater or a lesser degree-is dominant, the state then is an effect of this dominance. By 
"state apparatus" we mean the central administrative organs and personnel under the direct 
or the indirect control of a national governmental apparatus in capitalist social formations. 
The state apparatus is part of the structured relations of the state in the political sphere. 
Our conception of the state apparatus also includes those organs and administrative 
relations and structures that are peripheral to the central governmental apparatus but are 
subject to policies and laws affecting their relations, their structure, and their function. 
These would include educational institutions, media, churches, and family forms. 
The state functions to integrate a social formation by facilitating and legitimizing 
the reproduction of its economic and political relations. The state, therefore, functions 
simultaneously to facilitate and legitimize its own reproduction of structured relations 
within and between social institutions. 
In certain cases institutions are closely interrelated with and often can function as 
part of the state apparatus itself. Institutions such as executive organs, legislative, and 
judicial organizations of the central capitalist state apparatus, along with more peripheral 
institutional groupings like educational institutions such as universities, reveal structural 
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relations that are epoch specific. In the case of complex modern capitalist social 
formations intricate institutional configurations represent the complex "pertinent effects"40 
that the infinite forms of conflicting social practices of classes may take. And of course, 
again, these many and varied instances of political practices reinforce and maintain the 
structured set of relations that reproduce themselves and the social formation to which 
they belong. 
There can, nevertheless, be significant conflicting political practices within the state 
apparatus itself. This type of struggle is non-hegemonic41. In other words, the domination 
of a single class within a social formation can not be challenged from within the state 
apparatus since it functions to maintain the basic relations of the formation in favor of 
that class. 
The structural contradictions within the state i.e. between the various organs thereof 
should not be confused with class contradictions within the social formation manifesting 
themselves in the structured relations of the state. Poulantzas writing about the capitalist 
state helps us with this conceptualization: 
Indeed, conceiving of the capitalist state as a relation, as being 
structurally shot through and constituted with and by class contradictions, 
means firmly grasping the fact that an institution (the State) that is destined 
to reproduce class divisions cannot really be a monolithic, fissureless block, 
but is itself, by virtue of its very structure (the State is a relation), divided. 
(Parenthesis and emphasis in the original)42 
The contradiction between and within the branches, structures, and organs of the 
state are regarded by Poulantzas as consequences of: 
....the crystallization- of this or that fraction of the power bloc, this or 
that specific and competing interest.43 
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This view of the capitalist class as a dynamic shifting set of relations itself 
containing a "power bloc” within its dynamic core which the capitalist state reflects and 
mediates as it reproduces the oppressive relations of the whole social formation is 
consistent with our conceptualization. This will become more explicitly useful to us when 
we begin to advance our analysis of the various periods in the development of the 
capitalist state in the concrete formal case of the United States of North America. 
There is a hotly debated issue relevant to what has come to be known as the 
"relative autonomy of the state" within capitalist social formations.44 Some of the contours 
of this issue have already been introduced. However we need to, at this point, clarify our 
position in this debate. 
On the one hand we have the simplistic view of the state as a passive tool in the 
hands of a unified homogeneous social class. In this case the state possesses no autonomy 
at all. On the other hand, there exists, an equally absurd point of view that says that the 
state is vested with power independent of the dominant classes in a social formation. Here 
the state is seen as completely autonomous with a bureaucracy acting for the dominant 
class.45 
The classical literature on the state-including Marx’s The Eighteenth Brumaire of 
Louis Bonaparte.46 and Lenin’s The State and Revolution47 perhaps the best and most well 
developed examples of the writings of these theoreticians on the subject- is not explicit 
on this argument. 
Our conception of the dynamic nature of social classes as containing internally 
contradictory sectors (factions, strata, segments, and other divisions), each with its relative 
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strengths and weaknesses at certain conjunctures, provides a clue to the manner that we 
are situated within the debate. The form that the relations of the state takes and indeed 
its purpose as the primary definer of political relations are the result of class action. 
Therefore, the state is a set of relations institutionalized to reproduce the political relations 
at the level of the ideologico-political superstructure so that all principle economic 
relations are maintained at the base. In this sense the state is a creature of the class 
struggle and it is not above, beside, or in any way set apart from it. And since classes are 
not monolithic and contain dynamic divisions that mount internal challenges to the 
hegemony of this or that sector, as their relative strength and weaknesses ebb and flow 
within the broader context of the ascension and decline of the class itself,the state 
mediates, organizes, and functions in such a way that class power is achieved by the 
ruling class generally over a period of time. 
Hence the state changes as the internal dynamics within the core of the ruling 
classes changes. It therefore, mediates, organizes, and facilitates the rule of a particular 
class as it changes. It even facilitates changes within classes themselves and acts as one 
of the determiners of them. But the state has no vested power of its own independent of 
the class forces in conflict that create and perpetuate it. 
A final consideration regarding the implications of a conceptualization of the 
relative autonomy of the political from the economic in capitalist social formations needs 
to be brought out at this point. The demonstrated co-optative flexibility of the capitalist 
state in response to political demands made by dominated classes or sectors of classes is 
well known. The capacity of the capitalist state to absorb and to incorporate certain 
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specific economic demands and practices made by exploited classes or sectors of classes 
is in fact part of its legitimizing function. And the state's capacity to integrate certain 
institutional political relations and practices initiated by the dominated classes or sectors 
of classes is also part of its legitimizing function. Poulantzas make the argument in the 
following manner: 
The capitalist state is therefore characterized by a two-sided feature: on 
the one hand, its autonomy vis-a-vis the economic involves the possibility of 
a social policy (according to the concrete relation of forces), i.e. of economic 
sacrifices to the profit of certain dominated classes; on the other hand, this 
very same autonomy of institutionalized political power sometimes makes it 
possible to cut into the dominant classes’ economic power without threatening 
their political power, (emphasis in the original)48 
This is, of course, a demonstrated feature of capitalist states that emerge as pan of 
the hegemonic strategy of ruling classes within social formations that have reached the 
monopoly capitalist phase of their development. It can clearly be seen in the policies and 
practices of the American state during the period of the New Deal. An evaluation of this 
period is, of course, beyond the scope of this work. But we will advance argument to 
shown that hints of this capacity can be seen even within the pre-industrial development 
of the American formation. This will be demonstrated within the context of a discussion 
of the unique role of the American state in the accumulation of capital in various forms. 
The co-optative capacity of the capitalist state became more obvious during the 
Civil War and within the Reconstruction period. This therefore, has warranted an even 
more critical consideration of this feature of the state in our conceptualization of the 
relations and practices of the IAALM within the context of the formation during these 
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vitally important times. Our sequence of exposition calls for the presentation of these 
discussions in Chapters 6 and 7 of this effort. 
But now we shall turn to an immediate consideration of the new world plantation 
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CHAPTER 4 
THE NEW WORLD PLANTATION AS A 
CAPITALIST ECONOMIC INSTITUTION 
In this chapter we will seek to show the new world plantation system as an effect 
of the international conflicting social practices between emerging capital and labor. We 
will first critically review relevant theory from the literature and point out what we regard 
as essential weaknesses. We will then attempt to establish the structured relations of the 
plantation as capitalist in character belonging to the CMP. This will be done at the level 
of the relations of the economic base as well as at the level of the juridico-political 
superstructure. 
We will then place the structured relations of the plantation within the context of 
social formations that emerged as part of the capitalist periphery. It will be analyzed as 
a specific form of the combination of the factors of production necessary under these 
particular historical conditions. 
The relevant spatial dimensions of the plantation will be considered, and specific 
examples of plantations will be presented in this connection. The nature and the 
limitations of the expansion within the plantation system will be explained in terms 
consistent with our conceptualization. 
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Finally, the chapter will end with an enumeration of the phases undergone by the 
plantation system as it corresponds to the periods in the political history of the American 
social formation which have been identified as the focus of this study. 
The Social Significance of the Plantation 
Over the years scholars writing in this general area of study have focused either 
upon the institution of slavery or upon the international significance of slavery and the 
historical consequences of the trans-Atlantic slave trade. The very excellent body of 
descriptive research from writers like W.E.B. DuBois,1 Eric Williams,2 Walter Rodney,3 
and in a more general sense C.L.R. James4 has already been identified as useful for our 
purposes. They have, for the most pan, dispelled the myth that European and Nonh 
American social formations developed in independent isolation from each other. These 
writers were among the first to show that the surpluses derived from the trade in African 
slaves and in the products of their collective labor made possible the tremendous advances 
in the general forces of production and the resulting transformation of European and 
North American production relations which marks the beginning of modem capitalism. 
It is unfortunate that this body of literature only contains, to a limited degree, a 
systematic exposition of the internal dynamics of the plantation itself. It is perhaps C.L.R. 
James5, writing about the context and content of the pre-revolutionary Haitian social 
formation that goes further in this direction than the others within this tradition. 
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But within the more general body of scholarship that offer an analysis of "slavery" 
and of the new world plantation, we find numerous examples of descriptive and analytical 
failure. The difficulties arise from; 1) the inability to delineate the two distinctive but 
interrelated levels at which a valid conceptualization of the historical significance of the 
plantation system must take place, and 2) the inability to establish the precise nature of 
the articulation of these distinctive levels. The resulting lack of epoch specificity of 
"slavery" conceived as a set of legally defined prescriptions operating at the juridico- 
political level is clear in the literature. Similarly, "slavery" conceptualized as "the 
plantation" which is defined by a specific set of economic relations is not seen in the 
literature as belonging specifically to the CMP. 
This confusion occurs in such a way that it is difficult to ascertain whether a given 
author is referring to "the institution of slavery" as a set of juridico-political relations 
and/or "the institution of slavery" as a set of structured socioeconomic relations defined 
in the plantation. Indeed, writers on the subjects often apply their conception of slavery 
without making this necessary distinction. When this type of vague and ambiguous usage 
occurs, moralized idealism is paraded before us as analysis. The works of Stampp,6 
Phillips,7 Elkins,8 and Genovese,9 are good examples of this general limitation of the 
research with new world slavery as an object of study. 
Prior to the work of Genovese,10 many writers, even those who professed to possess 
some type of Marxist point of view, simply thought of "slavery" as a peculiar historical 
anomaly that eventually corrected itself. Genovese critiqued and superseded this body of 
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thought by offering his own analysis. His work therefore represents an attempt to break 
with this earlier orthodoxy. 
Genovese’s analysis is embodied within a series of works beginning with The 
Political Economy of Slavery10 and proceeding through Roll. Jordan. Roll". In quasi 
Marxist terms he described what he conceptualizes as an inefficient pre-capitalist 
economy in the anti-bellum American south with the "class struggle" between the slave 
and the slave master mediated and blunted by a well-developed and prominently 
established system of what appears to be a functional set of paternalistic semi-feudal 
obligations. 
While Genovese succeeds in focusing our attention upon the production relations 
of the plantation, thus making a distinction between it and the more general usage of the 
term "slavery;" that is where his success ends. He too leaves us with what is essentially 
an ahistorical conception of the plantation as belonging to no particular epoch. 
Even the marxist historian William Z. Foster12 is found lacking in this way. The 
very best that he could come up with as a descriptive category for the slave plantation is 
the term "hybrid." He describes the plantation in this manner: 
In its colonial beginnings, the American plantation regime was a hybrid 
of three economic systems-ancient, medieval, and modern. The ancient 
element was its physical enslavement of the Negro; its feudalistic element was 
the network of primogeniture, entails, and quitrents (in the Southern colonies, 
New York, Pennsylvania, etc.) by which it held the plantation together within 
one family; and its capitalistic element was the fact that, in contrast to the 
slave regimes of antiquity, which were mostly subsistence economies 
producing mainly for the master’s consumption, it produced tobacco and other 
commodities for sale in the world market from the outset, (emphasis added, 
parenthesis in the original)13 
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This is, of course, typical of the conceptualization of theorists attached to the Third 
International and reflects the prevailing confusion on this question during the period of 
its long decline. Foster, to his lasting credit however, accurately asserts that one of the 
distinguishing features of slavery as a set of contradictory economic practices taking place 
within the context of ancient social formations is that the exploitation of the labor power 
of slaves as a social class was circumscribed by the limits of the direct consumption 
capacity of their masters as a class.14 In the new world system, however, slaves produced 
for a vast and ever expanding capitalist world market, a point elaborated by James.15 But 
that is only the beginning of the establishment of an array of critical differences as well 
as their many and varied historical implications. 
At this point Foster's analysis ends and retreats back to the place where Stampp et. 
al.16 begin and end. In The Negro People in American History, published in 1954, before 
the Civil Rights and Black Power Movements, Foster continues: 
....This triple aspect of slaver)' greatly complicated the general political 
problems at all stages, which the system presented during the decades 
between the war of 1776 and that of 1861. These peculiarities still haunt the 
United States, particularly in the continuing Jim Crow system and the special 
oppression of the Negro people, (emphasis added)17 
Slavery and the new world slave plantation system only appears peculiar to those 
who lack a comprehension of its essential significance. The system was neither an oddity, 
an anomaly, nor a strange or peculiar set of structured relations. 
Let us now compare the foregoing to the work of the writers from the independent 
African Marxist tradition. C.L.R. James writing in 1938 outlines his view of the class 
nature of pre-revolutionary Haitian slave laborers. He writes: 
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....By working and living together in gangs of hundreds in huge sugar- 
factories which covered the North Plain, they were closer to a modem 
proletariat than any group of workers in existence at the time, and the rising 
(the Haitian revolution) was therefore, a thoroughly prepared and organized 
mass movement.18 (emphasis and parentheses added) 
It is plain that James regards the Haitian slaves as a laboring class within the 
context of a peripheral capitalist social formation containing plantations which he 
explicitly refers to as "sugar-factories."19 
Now W.E.B. Dubois writing in 1935 begins the opening chapter of Black 
Reconstruction in America20, entitled "The Black Worker," with a passage containing this 
statement: 
Out of the exploitation of the dark proletariat comes the Surplus Value 
filched from human beasts which, in cultured lands, the Machine and 
harnessed Power veil and conceal.21 (Emphasis added) 
There emerges from the work of these writers the general contours of a conception 
of the slave plantation as a structured set of capitalist production relations. The explicit 
identification of a class of chattel laborers within this context as a proletariat seems to be 
evidence of such a conceptualization. But we need more detailed analysis. 
Epoch Determination 
Before we are in a position to specify the epoch to which the structured relations 
of the new world agricultural plantation belong, we need to make some preliminary 
remarks and establish some useful definitions. Since we will determine the epoch of 
certain forms of relations on two distinctive levels of the articulated social matrix, we will 
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attempt to separate these levels for purposes of this exposition. Later when we become 
engaged in a discussion of certain relevant descriptive material pertaining to the 
uniqueness of the American social formation this separation may be difficult or even 
s useless to maintain. The two levels in order of exposition are* 1) the economic, i.e. the 
specific forms of the relations of production, and 2) the Juridico-political, i.e. the role of 
the autonomous state. 
In the classical literature, Marx asserts that for production to take place there must 
be a coming together of laborers and means of production.22 Without either of these two 
factors or elements, there can be no production and therefore no social formation at all. 
He further asserts that the precise combination of these invariant elements is what defines 
the economic epoch of the structure of one social formation or another.23 
At this point, we rely on Poulantzas to continue our exposition. He outlines three 
invariant elements. To the laborer, and the means of production he adds, the non-laborer 
who appropriates the product of surplus labor.24 The third element, the non-laborer, 
appears as a factor in this combination only in social formations containing classes i.e. 
containing exploitative relations. Since Poulantzas’ efforts are directed toward the 
generation of theory with the CMP as its object, a consideration of the non-laborer as part 
of the specific combination of the factors determining this mode is essential.25 For that 
same reason and in this same context the plantation owning class as a specific example 
of a non-laboring class is critical to us. 
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From the various combinations of these invariant elements arise two specific forms 
of their combination according to Poulantzas.26 They are: 1) a relation of real 
appropriation and 2) a relation of property. 
He delineates these distinctively different relations as follows: 
A relation of real appropriation (which Marx sometimes designates by 
the term ’possession’): it applies to the relation of the labourer to the means 
of production, i.e. to the labour process, or again to the system of production 
forces. (Emphasis and parentheses in the original)27 
He goes on to define the second relation: 
A relation of property: this relation is distinct from the first, since it 
makes the non-labourer intervene as owner either of the means of production 
or of labour power or of both, and so of the product. This is the relation 
which defines the relations of production in the strict sense. (Emphasis in the 
original)28 
Here we, along with Poulantzas.29 need to make a vital distinction. A relation of 
property applies in this sense to economic relations at the level of the base and not to 
juridical forms of legalistic property determined by relations in the political super¬ 
structure. This distinction will become important to us when we attempt to determine 
epoch specificity of the plantation at the level of the juridico-political within the 
American social formation. For now our exposition will remain at the level of the 
economic. These concepts, therefore, apply strictly to the combination of relations at this 
level. 
One of the defining characteristics of the relations of production in social formations 
containing classes is that the relations of property (at the level of the economic) results 
in a separation of the direct producers (laborers) from the means of labor and therefore, 
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the product of the surplus labor which is appropriated by non-laborers as owners and 
controllers.30 
Within the general context of social formations that contain classes, relations of real 
appropriation can result in the unity of laborers with the means of production or a 
separation of laborers from the means of production. The former occurs in pre-capitalist 
modes of production and the latter occurs within the CMP.31 
Of the variation of these combinations Poulantzas enumerates the following: 
These two relations thus belong to a unique and variable combination 
which constitutes the economic in a mode of production, the combination of 
the system of productive forces with the system of relations of production. In 
the combination characteristic of the CMP, the two relations are homologous. 
The separation in the relation of property coincides with the separation in the 
relation of real appropriation. While that of ’pre-capitalist’ modes of 
production consists of non-homology of the two relations: separation in the 
relation of property, union in the relation of real appropriation. (Emphasis in 
the original)32 
From this it is clear that the precise characteristics of the forms of the combination 
of the relations of production that distinguish the homologous CMP are quite different 
from those that compose non-homologous pre-capitalist modes containing classes. 
We have asserted previously that within the CMP the economic base determines in 
a defining instance relations at the level of the juridico-political superstructure. Perhaps, 
at this point, it might be helpful to make a few remarks pertaining to certain 
distinguishing features of the state in modes of production characterized by non- 
homologous production relations and in modes characterized by homologous ones. 
In social formations characterized by non-homology in the combination of its 
relations of production the separation in the relations of property allows the state to 
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emerge as an effect of the contradictory social practice of classes. It is through the 
function of the state that the non-laboring classes bring unity and legitimacy to the social 
formation as the relations of real appropriation allow a union to be maintained between 
the laboring classes and their means of production. In other words, non-homology in the 
combination of the relations of production sets up the conditions for the emergence of a 
state as part of the process of the division of social formations into classes. The state then 
emerges as an effect of the contradictory social practices of classes. These relations, of 
course, occur in pre-capitalist social formations and their specific combination 
distinguishes them one from the others. 
However, in the CMP and social formations dominated by the CMP, in a defining 
sense separation in relations of real appropriation which results in the disunion of direct 
producers from their means of production in combination with the previously existent 
separation in relations of property allows for the emergence of the relatively autonomous 
state. In other words, it is homology in the combination of the relations of production 
within the CMP that allows direct producers to appear as relatively free "individuals" 
within the context of social formations so defined. Now this appearance of direct 
producers as free individuals only occurs at the level of the juridico-political super¬ 
structure. 
It is this relative autonomy that requires that the state exercise its acquired capacity 
to reinforce production relations with the implementation of juridical forms of property 
(legal property, i.e. contracts, and other forms of quasi volunteeristic agreements). Thus 
the buying and selling of labor power as a commodity and the private ownership in the 
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various means of production becomes a matter of legal prescription. This relative 
autonomy acts to legitimize the separation in both relations of real appropriation and 
relations of property as it unifies and conceals the contradictory class practices and classes 
themselves within a particular social formation. Direct producers, therefore, appear as 
quasi equal citizens before capitalist law. At this point it should be mentioned that all 
manner of ideological beliefs, doctrines, symbolism, and rituals providing justification and 
support for these juridical relations emerge as part of this historically determined process. 
But this individuation or fragmentation is not a fragmentation of the labor process 
itself taking place in the realm of the economic. In fact this separation in relations of real 
appropriation has resulted in the large scale availability of labor power which has made 
possible the restructuring of the labor process. In this way the collectivization and the 
socialization of the process of labor has preceded facilitated by the relatively autonomous 
capitalist state. 
Epoch Specificity of the New World Plantation 
The new world plantation system consisted of singular plantation units which were 
primarily capitalist economic institutions. As such they were part of a specific set of 
relations of production in an emerging social formation determined in a defining instance 
by the CMP. As a structured set of capitalist economic relations the plantation was also 
determined by juridico-political relations. The plantation, therefore, represents the effects 
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of contradictory social practices of emerging capitalists and laborers at the level of the 
economic base and the juridico-political superstructure. 
At the level of the economic, the plantations were part of the process whereby the 
three invariant factors of production mentioned earlier; means of production, laborers, and 
non-laborers were combined in a specific manner. The specific forms of the combination 
of these elements have set up a certain more complex combination of the relations of real 
appropriation and of the relations of property. Since the plantation occasions a separation 
within both of these sets of relations the specific form of the combinations of these 
relations are homologous. As stated earlier, relations of production characterized in this 
way have been determined to belong to the CMP. 
A major problem in the determination of the epoch specificity of the new world 
plantation arises from the fact that it emerged as part of the process of combining 
elements of production within social formations developing within the capitalist periphery. 
This was the case from the beginnings of the ICS. We are putting this aside, however, to 
be considered within the next section of this chapter. Here, we seek to isolate and focus 
upon the specific characteristics of the relations of production and the specific form of 
their combination resulting in the plantation as an institutional effect. 
Since we are discussing production relations specific to social formations dominated 
in a defining sense by the CMP, it is impossible to fully delineate these relations without 
a consideration of determiners in the juridico-political sphere. This is especially true of 
the new world plantation where individual members of the laboring class were considered 
part of the juridical property of members of the non-laboring class. 
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As we begin our discussion of these structured relations, it is important to note that 
the plantation took form in frontier regions of the world where the bringing together of 
all of the invariant elements of production presented an historically unprecedented 
logistical problem. The plantations represented the structural relations that were the 
institutionalized effects of contradictory social practices of capital and labor as they 
addressed this problem. It also took form as part of the period of the mercantile expansion 
of the ICS and the emergence of the first social formations dominated by the CMP. These 
historically determined circumstances set off the combining of these invariant elements 
of production in certain instances and resulted in the structured relations of the plantation. 
The new world plantation system therefore has a spatial dimension as well as an 
international dimension. We will consider both of these aspects later as we conclude this 
chapter. 
But at this point we shall consider the production relations as well as the juridico- 
political relations that act to determine relations at the level of the economic in formations 
containing legally operating plantations. 
In the non-juridical relations of property,in the sphere of the economic, which 
Poulantzas33 termed, "a relation of property, the non-laboring plantation owner controls 
and owns the land and the laborers themselves as well as the agricultural product. Since 
the plantation owner controls and owns the land and controls and owns the laborers, in 
these relations it appears to some that the laborers are attached to the land as in the feudal 
mode. 
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The widespread practice of the selling of individual slaves, independent of land, 
reveals the basic separation of labor from land even though they are both owned and 
controlled as private property by individual plantation owners. This practice is also an 
indication of the non-feudal form of these relations since labor is not bound to the land. 
In the CMP the relation between labor and non-producing plantation owners is really a 
juridical expression of "ownership" occurring primarily at the level of the political. 
Failure to regard this relation as juridical in nature is a basis for many of the common 
analytical errors. 
But for now our aim is merely to establish that in the American social formation 
there existed and now exists a class of non-producers that own and control the principal 
means of production and a class of producers who do not. That establishes for us the 
necessary separation in relations of property characteristic of social formations that 
contain classes. 
Let us now turn to a consideration of relations of real appropriation. This is where 
most of the analytical confusion is to be found. Since chattel laborers, the direct producers 
in this case, possess no means of production of their own, they may be considered 
effectively separated from these means. They were brought to the plantation by force and 
coerced into an unequal exchange of their labor power for a meager subsistence. They 
do not appear, as in the metropolitan capitalist European context, as free laborers who 
engage in an unequal exchange of their labor power for a wage. These peripheral African 
American chattels are nevertheless forced to engage in what amounts to a capitalist 
exchange of their labor power for values grossly unequal to the value of what they 
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produce collectively. This alone establishes the separation in this relation between direct 
producers and means of production. This fact taken in combination with the separation 
in the relation of property mentioned earlier demonstrates the homology within these 
relations of production and, therefore, shows that they belong to the capitalist epoch. 
The capitalist nature of the forced exchange of the labor power of the chattel for 
a meager subsistence is concealed by two historically necessary conditions: 1) The 
appearance of the chattel as a capitalist laborer required the most brutal form of coercion; 
2) The duration of their juridical imposed bondage was for life with their children 
assuming the burden of this perpetual arrangement. Under these conditions there could 
be no wages. In this situation the laborer simply exchanged his labor for complete 
maintenance; an in kind exchange that took the form of the complete and total 
expropriation of the product and the direct reallocation by the plantation owner of the 
basic means of subsistence to the chattel. This is the process by which labor was 
reproduced in this context. It is remarkable that no money (wage) was involved in this 
exchange. But since it was an unequal exchange-the excess being the surplus value of the 
exchange-its capitalist nature is thus revealed. 
Laborers themselves were capital. This was established through juridical 
ownership. Since labor was apparently fused in this static manner with the other factors 
necessary in the production process including other means of production, the basic 
elements in this relations were not distinctive and appear unclear. But the basic factors 
of this relation and this relation itself occurring within metropolitan capitalist social 
formations are in fact distinctive and easily recognized. 
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A critical distinction from the classical literature is necessary here. In making the 
conceptual distinction between constant capital34 and variable capital35 Marx writes: 
....The means of production on the one hand, labour-power on the other 
hand, are merely the different modes of existence which the value of the 
original capital assumed when from money it was transformed into the 
various factors of the labour-process. That part of capital then, which is 
represented by the means of production, by the raw material, auxiliary 
material and the instruments of labour, does not, in the process of production, 
undergo any quantitative alteration of value. I therefore call it the constant 
part of capital, or, more shortly, constant capital, (emphasis in the original)36 
He goes on to advance his definition of variable capital in the following manner: 
On the other hand, that part of capital, represented by labour-power, 
does, in the process of production, undergo an alteration of value. It both 
reproduces the equivalent of its own value, and also produces an excess, a 
surplus value, which may itself vary, may be more or less according to 
circumstances. This part of capital is continually being transformed from a 
constant into a variable magnitude. I therefore call it the variable pan of 
capital, or shortly, variable capital, (emphasis in the original)37 
In the relations of production in the new world plantation system the distinction 
factors necessary for production appear blurred because of the role played by determinate 
relations in the juridico-political sphere. There appears to be a union of constant capital 
and variable capital in the chattel who seems to be owned and maintained as a part of the 
means of production. Labor appears, therefore, not to be held distinctively from the other 
means of production. Now this is not to be confused with the separation of the direct 
producer from their own means of production-a point of contention disposed of earlier- 
which is irrelevant here. 
The apparent lack of a distinction between labor and the other means of production 
has made it difficult to conceptualize labor as a particular commodity in this context. It 
is also difficult for this same reason to view the chattel laborer as an exchanger of this 
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commodity (labor). All of what is produced is appropriated and the chattel does not see 
any amount of money (wage) corresponding to even some small portion of the value that 
has been produced. He has, nevertheless, exchanged his labor for an amount equal to the 
cost of his barest subsistence (a value never expressed in a wage) which corresponds to 
some small portion of the value that was produced. While the process of the 
determination of surplus value is not obvious in this situation it is really is not difficult 
to ascertain. 
This apparent lack of distinctiveness results from the intervention of juridico- 
political relations acting as determiners in economic relations. In social formations 
containing capitalist plantation enterprises, the ownership of individual chattel laborers 
by non-laboring plantation owners is a matter of legal prescription. In metropolitan 
capitalist social formations, direct producers appear on the labor market as "free laborers" 
capable of entering into a contract specifying terms of employment. Depending upon the 
circumstances, these contracts may be written or verbal. They may even outline certain 
"rights" that laborers may be deemed to have. 
In social formations that contain an economic sector composed of plantations, 
juridical property in laborers prescribe that they be sold as individuals. This individuation 
process takes place at the level of the juridico-political superstructure and does not 
represent an individuation or fragmentation of the labor process as part of the relations 
of production at the economic base. Indeed, this individuation, along with the separation 
of large numbers of direct producers from their means of production is the prerequisite 
condition for the collective organization of the labor process in favor of the ascendant 
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capitalist classes. The capitalist plantation, therefore, represents the institutional effects 
of the contradictory social practices resulting from the private ownership of the means of 
production "apparently" including the laborers themselves on the one hand and the 
socialization or collectivization of the labor process on the other. 
Now a few remarks need to be made about this "apparent" private ownership of 
chattel laborers themselves. This is the source of much of the confusion in the literature 
pertaining to slavery and the capitalist plantation. It must again be emphasized that this 
private ownership of the chattel laborer is accomplished at the level of the juridico- 
political. This relation is expressly a juridical one which has meaning at the level of the 
economic base but is not itself an expression of the specific combination of the factors 
of production nor is it an expression of the lack of distinction among them. The 
separation between labor and the means of production i.e. land and instruments of 
production is quite distinctive in the economic relations of the plantation. Surplus value 
and surplus labor can easily be derived. A distinction between constant and variable 
capital can also be made. All of this has already been pointed out. However, the degree 
and the scope of the pervasive use of coercion and the racist nature of the unique 
arrangement between the capitalist plantation owner and the chattel slave laborer made 
these juridico-political relations appear to be the first, the last, and the only determiner 
of any and all relations within these social formations. The fact remains that in order to 
acquire the labor power of the African chattel as a commodity, the chattels themselves 
had to become commodities. 
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The failure of the seven year indenture service contracts of "voluntarily" imported 
European labor and other service schemes implemented to satisfy the dramatically 
increasing need for labor in the formative years of the new world plantation system is 
well documented. Thus African chattels appear in the international labor market in an 
enforced arrangement that allows their labor power to be extracted from them for the 
duration of their natural lives. This arrangement was expressed in chains passed as an 
inherited burden from one generation to the next. 
The logical justification for these remarkable beginnings of the modern capitalist 
epoch and of the social formations within its periphery articulated with those of its epi¬ 
centers remains an extraordinary ideological fete. The racist international ideologico- 
political edifice raised up on these relations remain with us today and are part of the 
process by which class relations remain obscured. 
Now we turn to a consideration of the phases in the development of the capitalist 
plantation as part of the ICS. 
The Development of the Capitalist Plantation 
within the International Capitalist System 
Generally we have advanced the notion that the capitalist system was an 
international system of production even in its mercantile beginnings. It is a conceptual 
error to assume the pre-existence of international markets and then to assert that 
production for profit arose in order to fulfill the needs of these markets. The ICS 
developed as a dynamically articulated set of for profit relations of production 
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dialectically interrelated with sets of relations defining and redefining an ever expanding, 
while sometimes contracting, competitive set of domestic and international markets in an 
ever increasing succession of commodities. 
Therefore, the contradictory social practices of classes themselves formed within the 
class struggle began to have effects. Nation states emerged primarily as structured 
relations operative at the level of the superstructure which, as one of its functions, served 
to define the boundaries of a given capitalist domestic market. Aided in this and other 
ways, industrial formation took place in a certain manner in particular regions of the 
world and in another manner or not at all in certain other regions of the world. This 
spatial disparity which is a manifestation of the uneven development of relations within 
the ICS make the system appear as though it was not an integrated social totality in the 
early stages of its development. 
We therefore, view the CMP as the determiner in a defining instance, of the 
exploitative relations of international production and exchange that characterize the ICS. 
The ICS is regarded as a larger all encompassing social totality that contains the complex 
relations of inter-articulated social matrices of dynamic clusters and arrays of social 
formations. It is a social totality that contained and now contains dynamically shifting, 
sometimes spreading, and other times contracting, epi-centers or métropoles composed of 
clusters of social formations or nation states. In these epi-centers dramatic increases in 
the development of the overall forces of production occasioned by transformations in 
relations of production have provided the base in these social formations for the complex 
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articulated relations that are characteristic of advanced capitalist nation states. Karl Marx 
and Fredrick Engels38 have described and analyzed this process. 
This complex social totality, the ICS, contained from its beginning and presently 
contains a dynamically shifting, sometimes spreading and other times contracting 
periphery. The relations of production within these peripheral regions are maintained in 
subordinate inter-articulation with the epi-centers in such a way that increases in the 
overall development of the forces of production can not take place within them. This 
process has been described principally by Walter Rodney39 and Samir Amin40 and termed 
"peripheral underdevelopment. "41 
As a structured set of economic relations that emerged within the periphery of the 
ICS, the plantation possesses certain essential features that are important. George 
Beckford in Persistent Poverty42, which is a descriptive study of the contemporary 
plantation, is helpful. He states that: 
By its very nature the plantation is an institution of international 
dimensions. As we have seen, its establishment necessitated bringing together 
enterprise, capital, and labor from different parts of the world into new 
locations. Internally it developed as a total institution and externally it 
continued to depend in fundamental ways on the outside world.43 
So the plantation resulted in the combinations of various factors of production from 
other places in the world in specific ways. Its purpose was the expeditious production of 
agricultural commodities in the periphery on a massive scale for distribution on the 
emerging world market. Therefore, any idea, postulate, or doctrine that could logically 
justify, and morally uphold this set of structured relations assumed the status of universal 
truth corresponding necessarily to the scale of production and exchange. 
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The Plantation as a Physical Entity 
While we have repeatedly emphasized that the capitalist plantation is an effect of 
contradictory social practices of classes and is a structured set of relations, it also is and 
has concrete physical and spatial dimensions. Since it has gone through a series of phases, 
its features have changed somewhat. These changes roughly reflect some of the changing 
dynamics of the international class struggle and its effective imperatives. 
Remarkably, the size of the original grants of land for the purpose of the 
establishment of plantations in colonial Virginia was approximately two hundred fifty 
(250) acres.44 There was almost no farming tract exceeding four hundred (400) acres in 
the late 1600s45 or during the entire eighteenth century in that particular colony. These 
early plantations in Virginia produced tobacco, but this became, more or less the average 
size of the actual land under cultivation on the plantations in the southern portion of the 
United States with some variation depending upon what crop was being produced and the 
conditions of the market even as late as the beginning of the civil war.46 It should, 
however, be brought out that many planters owned several plantations and owned large 
tracts that were not being cultivated during a given period. Such auxiliary tracts, in many 
cases, were never under cultivation at any time. 
It made possible the concentration of an imported laboring population and the 
centralization of capital as juridical property. This included laborers themselves-by this 
definition of property-for the large scale for profit production of a single agricultural 
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commodity, as part of the settlement of a frontier.47 Its spatial dimensions corresponded 
to its function and its purpose. 
The David Barrow plantation operating in 1860 just prior to the Civil War is shown 
geographically in Figure 1-A and 1-B.48 It is again shown after the War as it continued 
to operate in 1881 49 This particular cotton plantation was obviously the same size and is 
the same tract of land. It is also obvious that there were shifts in the concentration, 
distribution, and general organization of labor on the plantation before and after 
emancipation. As a socio-spatial unit, it seemed to reach a certain size and expand no 
more. Growth as indexed by increasing output in a given commodity did, however, occur 
in the proliferation of the numbers of the plantation units themselves.50 
The kind of commodity produced was a critical factor in the determination of 
certain spatial dimensions of a given plantation. Rice (Figure 2)51 and sugar plantations 
were typically larger, more complex, and more labor intensive. They were engaged in 
production for markets that were, in the colonial period, comparable to those for tobacco 
and cotton. But in the post Revolutionary period, international markets in rice, sugar, and 
tobacco became much less favorable because of the phenomenal rise of cotton as the pre¬ 
eminent international commodity providing the basis for the industrial transformation of 
Europe and North America.52 
In the spatial representation of plantations, the Big House in its many and varied 
architectural forms, as well as the non-productive grounds which were immediately 
adjacent to it, was generally emphasized.53 But in the case of the rice (Figure 3)M and the 
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FIGURE 3 
Rice Plantation Showing Overseer’s House 
Layout of the Butler's Island Rice Plantation near 
Darien Georgia in 1B39 
Source: Sullivan, Buddy, Early Days on the Georgia 
Tidewater: The Story of McIntosh County & Sapelo, 
The McIntosh.County Board of Commissioners, Darien, 
Georgia, 1990, p. 192. 
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the plantation since their physical resemblance to factory and mining towns were more 
obvious. The fields and the mill where production took place were more important than 
the Big House. These were the physical and spatial aspects of the means of production 
that were critical to the existence of the plantation. 
On rice and sugar plantations often there was no Big House since the owner was 
not housed on the premises. The principle administrative facility was the Overseer’s 
House. (Figure 2) It was therefore more difficult to disguise the fundamental nature of 
the plantation as an economic unit of capitalist for profit production. 
One of the critical features of capital is the requirement that it must expand. 
Expansion could be achieved within the plantation system through quantitative and linear 
means. Increased output within a single unit could occur by quantitative augmentation of 
the same factors of production i.e. the addition of more chattels and more land. This was 
a practice that was generally followed. But such a practice could only be used 
successfully up to the point at which the institution became unmanageable. This is what 
usually happened after the number of chattels approached eighty (80) and the acreage in 
land under cultivation approached approximately two hundred fifty (250). 
This is one of Genovese’s main points: 
The heavy capitalization of labor, the high propensity to consume, and 
the weakness of the home market seriously impede the accumulation of 
capital. Technological progress and division of labor result in work for fewer 
hands, but slavery requires all hands to be occupied at all times. Capitalism 
has solved this problem by a tremendous economic expansion along varied 
lines (qualitative development), but slavery’s obstacles to industrialization 
prevent this type of solution, (parenthesis in the original)55 
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While Genovese begins to make several valid points here he is limited because he 
does not see slavery as a continuous part of capitalist development. He does not 
comprehend that the quantitative expansion of units within the plantation system was the 
necessary way in which capitalism had to grow under these conditions. He does allude 
to "weaknesses of the home market"56 but does not complete this point either. This is 
because he does not see the full implications of the question of economic expansion as 
a direct outgrowth of the irrationality of capitalist production.57 Production for profit 
within chaotic expanding and contracting markets was a defining feature of the ICS even 
then. 
But in the early capitalist periphery, accommodation could be made for these 
changes in a quantitative fashion by simply adding more of the same factors of 
production, i.e. land and labor in roughly the same ratio, to a single unit within the 
plantation system until it became unmanageable. At this point adding new units resolved 
the problem. The capitalist plantation system was able to respond to the imperatives of 
the markets for which they were producing. This could happen for two primary reasons: 
1) The expansion and contraction of the markets took place much more gradually during 
this early period, and 2) these markets showed a general tendency to expand. 
Of course this served to preserve the labor intensive character of the plantation in 
its early stages of development. However, as social formations containing plantations 
within the periphery of the ICS continued to expand and become more complex, the 
irrational nature of production could no longer be accommodated by the simple 
quantitative expansion of its plantation units. 
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The degree to which these formations became larger and more complex was 
dependent upon the specific form of the articulation of its relations with those of the epi¬ 
centers, as well as the form of the articulation of its internal relations. Because of the 
dominance definitively expressed within the articulation of these relations with these of 
the epi-centers the dramatic qualitative expansion within the developed regions (the epi¬ 
centers) was fueled in part by the surpluses extracted from the quantitatively expanding 
plantation with its labor intensive regime. As a result industrialization and its spatial 
correlate urbanization began to take form within the epi-centers of the world on an 
unprecedented scale. 
Within the periphery of the ICS, a corollary process occurred occasioned by the 
centralization and the concentration of capital as it existed within these underdeveloped 
regions. This process was far less dramatic within this context. In a real sense, however, 
the capitalist plantation did resemble early company towns in its spatial layout. (See 
Appendix I-A) Both developed infra-structures created by capitalism which was a 
reflection of the degree to which the concentration of labor and centralization of capital 
was being achieved. In both, labor power was maintained in close proximity to the points 
of actual production and was therefore available to be immediately and expeditiously 
exploited. 
As the spatial characteristics of the single commodity industrial township and in 
similar cases the single product mining town gave way to more economically diverse and 
more politically complex cities, so too did the plantation give way. But it only became 
less important after fulfilling its critical role in the formation of the ICS. 
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After the Second World War the plantation for all practical purposes ceased to be 
a significant economic institution within the American social formation. Its decline 
marked the ascension and domination of the state monopoly sector as the essential 
expression of contradictory class practices at this conjuncture. The plantation was thus 
relegated to an insignificant and shrinking corner of a more dynamic agricultural sector 
of the economy directly under the control of the rapidly expanding state monopoly sector. 
Except for the continued existence of scattered small pockets of labor intensive production 
using migrant labor, agricultural production within the contemporary American 
metropolitan social formation is carried out, in the main, by large agribusiness enterprises 
utilizing the most modern capital intensive techniques as part of an integrated and 
complex advanced capitalist economy. 
As a result of the disintegration of the plantation system within the U.S., large 
amounts of African American labor were injected into a more free and competitive labor 
market providing as its legacy for the more intense oppression and exploitation of a 
reserve army of labor. The African America laborer was thus released and shifted in this 
process from a sector of the economy which was in decline to a more massive, efficient, 
complex, and dominant sector. 
It is obvious from the forgoing that the plantation has undergone a number of 
changes corresponding to the phases of the articulated relations of the American social 
formation within the larger social totality of the ICS. These phases are represented in the 
effects of the social movement that we have designated as the IAALM. 
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It might be helpful at this point for us to delineate some of the general contours of 
these phases and within them some of the more important characteristics of each. This 
has a direct bearing upon our object of study within the context of the periods which we 
have previously identified and designated to be within the overall scope of this study. 
As a rural capitalist agricultural enterprise, the plantation has gone through three 
well defined phases. The first two phases took place within the U.S. South and in regions 
of the underdeveloped world where plantations exist as an economic institution to a 
significant degree. The third phase was not part of the production relations in the 
agricultural sector of the U.S. economy at all, but is now part of the general character of 
plantation agricultural production within social formations of the underdeveloped regions 
of the contemporary capitalist periphery. 
The first phase corresponds to the period of chattel slavery prior to its abolition; the 
second stage occurred during the period of sharecropping and peonage to the second 
World War; and the third is now taking place within the periphery and began after the 
second World War. 
In general, some of the most important distinguishing features of the first stage are: 
1. The integration of capital and labor as juridically determined inheritable 
private property. 
2. Labor coercively contracted for life. 
3. The separation of labor from other factors in the process of production. 
4. The maintenance of the labor force directly without a wage. 
5. The total expropriation of the social product by non-laborers. 
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6. The collective production of a large single commodity cash crop by a large 
socialized labor force for expanding world markets. 
7. Highly centralized living and working conditions for labor. 
8. An authoritarian and coercive labor regime enforced primarily within the 
plantation itself. 
9. Reliance upon labor intensive methods of production. 
10. Circumscribed and limited quantitative expansion capability. 
11. A low level of differentiation of the various forms of the surplus. 
The second phase in the development of the plantation as a structured set of 
institutional relations was characterized by the following features among others: 
1. The separation of labor from juridically determined inheritable private 
property. 
2. Labor contracted from year to year. 
3. The separation of labor from other factors in the production process. 
4. The self-maintenance of the labor force in kind and in a crude wage. 
5. The expropriation of only the surplus by non-laborers. 
6. The dispersion of the labor force onto a number of small tenant farms. 
7. Production of a single commodity cash crop by a more fragmented labor force 
for well developed but irrational domestic and international markets. 
8. Authoritarian and legalistic labor control enforced from outside of the 
plantation. 
9. Reliance upon labor intensive methods of production with laborers acquiring 
some limited control of the means of production. 
10. Circumscribed and limited quantitative expansion capability. 
11. More highly developed differentiation of the various forms of surplus values 
resulting in greater control by financial institutions and other forms of usury. 
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Following upon the first and second phases, some of the more important aspects of 
the third phase-which is part of the underdevelopment dynamics of the periphery of the 
contemporary ICS-are: 
1. The complete separation of capital and labor allowing a greater infusion of 
foreign capital, form Multi-National Corporation entities (MNCs). 
2. The expropriation and the expatriation of the surplus product, as intra¬ 
corporate transfers within the MNC by non-laboring metropolitan classes. 
3. The maintenance of the labor force by a wage and the resultant creation of 
a reserve army of laborers. 
4. The collective production of a large single commodity cash crop by a large 
socialized labor force for a bulkanized and competitive world market within 
which various MNCs are attempting to increase their share. 
5. Highly centralized living and working conditions for laborers within large 
units of massive agribusiness enterprises engaged in large scale production. 
6. Authoritative modern labor management originating on the plantation itself 
as a functioning unit of an MNC. 
7. The wide spread use of capital intensive methods of production. 
8. Definitive domination of the plantation by complex forms of finance capital 
from the metropolitan based MNC. 
9. Dramatic qualitative shifts in capitalistic alignment made possible by the 
mobility of capital and the irrationality of the various markets. 
While the third and last phase in this process is not pan of the development of the 
plantation in particular or of agriculture in general within the American social formation, 
it is important to note in passing since we will be drawing certain conclusions in later 
chapters were this will become relevant. 
Now we will turn to a consideration of the emergence of the IAALM within the 
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THE EMERGENCE OF THE 
INDEPENDENT AFRICAN AMERICAN LABOR MOVEMENT 
WITHIN THE AMERICAN SOCIAL FORMATION 
Previously we have identified the IAALM as a social movement which was initiated 
by a sector of the American proletariat. It is therefore, the effects of the political practice 
of a sector of a social class. We have also previously asserted that a class or a sector of 
a class is formed as an identifiably distinctive aspect of the contradictory social practices 
of classes. Stated another way, classes or sectors of classes are formed within the class 
struggle of a social formation. We have further shown that in formations dominated by 
the CMP in a defining sense the relatively autonomous state assumes the role of a 
determiner in class formation. This can take place within social formations of this type 
because of the general separation that occurs between the political and the economic 
spheres. This, of course, is a particular attribute of formations dominated by relations that 
are epoch specific to the CMP. 
So it is here in the beginnings of the emergence of the American social formation 
and the American state as part of this process that we find the origin of the IAALM. 
As the quintessential aspect of the dynamic core of a peripheral social formation in 
its earliest phases of development, the IAALM, even under these conditions, fulfilled our 
criteria for its establishment as a social current emanating from a sector of a class. 
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As the American capitalist social formation began to take shape even before its 
affirmation in the Revolution of 1776, the indispensable role that African labor had 
already assumed was clear. Its specific exploitation as a factor in the relations of 
production institutionalized in the New World plantation represents the beginning of a 
pattern that continues even though the plantation itself is gone. 
James has provided us with a useful descriptive basis from which to launch our 
analysis of the IAALM as it has acted as a an independent social force in the 
development of the American social formation. He has outlined a series of general ideas 
and principles in this regard. Writing in 1947 he stated: 
....the Negro struggle, the independent Negro struggle, has a vitality and 
a validity of its own; that it has deep historic roots in the past of America and 
in present struggles; it has an organic political perspective, along which it is 
traveling to one degree or another, and everything shows that at the present 
time it is traveling with great speed and vigor. (Emphasis added)1 
James continues: 
....That the independent Negro movement is able to intervene with 
terrific force upon the general social and political life of the nation, despite 
the fact that it is waged under the banner of democratic rights and is not led 
necessarily either by the organized labor movement (the elitist trade unions) 
or the Marxist Party. (Emphasis and parenthesis added)2 
He finished this set of ideas and principles with: 
....This is the most important, that it is able to exercise a powerful 
influence upon the revolutionary proletariat, in the United States, and that it 
is in itself a constituent part of the struggle for socialism.3 
James’ view of the "Independent Negro Movement"4 as a strong and consistent 
force with effects separate and apart from "the organized labor movement"5 and from "the 
Marxist Party"6 is evident. He apparently sees the "Independent Negro Movement" as 
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external to the revolutionary proletariat. This is a notion which is inconsistent with what 
we have advanced earlier. But even with this weakness James is helpful. 
Using these notions as a basis, let us now develop more extensive propositions that 
might serve to bring clarity to our own analysis. 
After studying the relevant descriptive factual information and the most pertinent 
events in their chronological sequence, we are able to come to specific conclusions. 
Regarding the role of the IAALM within the history of the American social formation it 
is plain to see that: 
1. The IAALM has consistently been the most advanced social force especially 
during times of sweeping social and political changes. 
2. The IAALM has been the most decisive force in the consolidation of the 
reforms during these flash points. 
3. Finally, it has been most effective as a social force in the reformation process 
when it has independently organized itself. 
The consistently demonstrated propensity of the IAALM for independent self- 
organization has lead some descriptive historians, to one degree or another, to view it as 
separate from the process of proletarian class formation and consciousness development. 
Perhaps, James too is errant in this way to a limited extent. It must be reaffirmed, in this 
connection that the IAALM is the effect of the political practice of the most central sector 
of the American proletariat. 
At this point, a general question arises. What is the specific character of what James 
has termed "the independent Negro movement,"7 and what we are calling "the IAALM" 
that has allowed it to possess this demonstrated capacity to affect the course of the 
development of the American social formation to the extent that it has? 
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Here it will be helpful to turn to another writer from the independent African 
Marxist tradition. W.E.B. Dubois begins the opening chapter in Black Reconstruction in 
America8 which is entitled "The Black Worker"9 with the following explanation of what 
this section of his book is about: 
How black men (and women) coming to America in the sixteenth, 
seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, became a central thread in 
the history of the United States, at once a challenge to its democracy and 
always an important part of its economic history and social development.10 
(Parenthesis added) 
It is apparent that James'1 and Dubois12 both view African American labor as a 
central factor in the development of the social formation. Taking this notion one step 
further, it is accurate to say that it was the massive surpluses yielded from the specific 
combination of capital and labor in the relations of production- represented in the effects 
institutionalized in the plantation- that provided the initial basis for American social 
progress. 
African American labor has been the most exploited and therefore, the most 
consistently oppressed sector of the laboring class. As such this sector has been placed 
in a unique position within the historically derived dynamic social relations of the matrix. 
The social movement and the effects that emanate from the practice of this sector are, 
therefore, an expression of its unique articulation within the relations of the formation. 
In a very real sense, both James13 and Dubois14 use the single criterion of the 
relative position and motion of African American labor within American society to make 
valid descriptive judgments about the general social progress of the formation. They do 
this in their preliminary approach. But they go even further. They advance the historically 
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substantiated proposition that it is through the active political struggle of this sector of the 
proletariat that American society has deliberately and painfully moved from one phase in 
its socio-political development to the next.15 They identify what we are calling "the 
IAALM" as the single most critical social force within the development of the American 
social formation. This is the central theme which this work is seeking to explore, affirm, 
and extend. 
We will now consider the first phase in this socio-political process. 
The Beginnings of the American Social Formation: 
A Theoretical Analysis 
At this point we need to present a theoretical elaboration based upon a knowledge 
of some of the relevant notions, ideas and information regarding the origin of the 
American social formation as a particular real concrete object. This is necessary so that 
the specific and particular contextual beginning of the IAALM can be comprehended as 
part of the factual sequence of chronically documented events. We will therefore begin 
with a theoretical analysis of the period. Then we will introduce relevant descriptive 
information and notions. These will then be explained in a manner consistent with our 
theoretical analysis. 
The American social formation came into being as a settler colony within the 
mercantile periphery of the emerging ICS. It was a colony that contained two separate and 
distinguishable sets of structured relations which gave rise of these two distinctive 
patterns of settlement. They both emerged almost simultaneously and were both 
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subordinate to and existed in dynamic articulated dependency with structured relations 
taking form within England as one of the emerging metropolitan European capitalist epi¬ 
centers. At first the distinctive patterns of settlement were independent of each other even 
as their relations were dependently articulated with those of England. 
In one of the patterns, the plantation became the dominant expression of the effect 
of the struggle between capital and labor. That is to say, it was here on the plantation that 
the colony reproduced the relations that defined it. It maintained a rigid regime of 
increasingly large numbers of African laborers working in the large scaled production of 
an exported agricultural commodity. Again the relations of production were characterized 
by dis-union of relations of real appropriation;15 the laborers did not possess their own 
means of production. In this context relations of property16 were also characterized by 
disunion-as in all social formations containing classes which means non-laborers 
intervened as owners and controllers of the means of production. Therefore, these 
relations present themselves as homologous.17 These are relations that are epoch specific 
to capitalism and are typical of those that emerged in the periphery of the ICS. For our 
purposes, we will designate this as the Virginia pattern of settlement.18 
In the other pattern, the free hold family farm constituted the basic unit of 
production. Within the structured relations of this unit the male head of the farm family 
owned the land and the implements of production as his private property. He and 
members of his family worked under his guidance and direction. Most of what was 
produced was consumed right there on the farm. Relations of real appropriation were 
characterized by union of the laborers with their own means of production. And with the 
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rise of an independent merchant class, relations of property became characterized by dis¬ 
union as non-laborers began to influence and acquire control of the production process. 
This began to occur only after the profits from the slave trade and from the slave 
produced commodities began to be realized within developing markets controlled by this 
new American merchant class. 
This union in relations of real appropriation and this dis-union in relations of 
property presents a non-homologous configuration in the two relations.19 With increased 
diversification and the emergence of new classes-including a class of artisans- and the 
increased participation in the markets by free hold farmers the tendency toward dis-union 
in relations of property was increased. By contrast however, these relations are typical of 
transitional relations within the epi-centers of the ICS. These relations characterize what 
we will call here the New England pattern of settlement. 
In Marxist terms, the Virginia Colony was producing a preponderance of exchange 
values while the New England Colony was producing with its predominating subsistence 
farming primarily use values. With the tendency toward diversification however, the New 
England pattern was beginning to produce more and more exchange values.20 
The Virginia pattern pre-dated the New England pattern and in a very real sense 
was the initial basis and raison d’etre for the settlement of the New World. That is why 
it is easy to see great similarities between this pattern and patterns of settlement that 
emerged within the various social formations of the Caribbean, and in South and Central 
America. 
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Of course, the Virginia pattern consisted of an enormous network of agricultural 
plantations. These plantations were the dominant form of the combination of the factors 
necessary for production within the underdeveloped economies of the western hemisphere. 
On the other hand, it was the New England pattern that became the basis of and allowed 
for the establishment of the developed economies of the United States of North American, 
Canada, and in other geo-political contexts-those of Australia and South Africa. 
As we have already pointed out, initially there was an attempt to satisfy the labor 
demands in the Virginia colony with the use of indentured European labor.21 And to a 
more limited extent, this form of contract labor was instituted throughout the American 
colonies. Therefore, for a short time indentured European labor coexisted in a nominal 
way with African chattel plantation labor. It must be understood clearly, however, that at 
no time was European indentured labor able to fulfill the enormous and rapidly expanding 
labor demands of the capitalist plantation system. 
This legally sanctioned practice allowed European laborers to commit themselves 
to an essentially voluntary contract for a limited period of time. Whereas the African 
chattel appeared to have no contract. Their "contract" took the form of violent involuntary 
coercion enforced for an indeterminate duration as a juridical property relation. Here we 
can see clearly one of the most profound characteristics of the American working class 
even as it was being formed within the womb of a fledgling peripheral mercantile 
appendage. The division of the working class along racial identifiable lines and the rigid 
institutionalization of privileged European labor finds its historical origin and its first 
socio-political manifestation here. 
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As the international market for the large agricultural plantation produced 
commodities expanded by leaps and bounds, the demands for labor became almost 
insatiable. African chattels began to become almost completely and exclusively relied 
upon for the primary production that took place on an ever increasing quantitative scale 
on the plantations of the Virginia type colony. As this occurred, white indentured labor 
disappeared. Therefore these laborers were free to enter into voluntary contracts. This 
privileged distinction was, of course, associated with their racial origin and reinforced by 
the legal system. But they were also able to acquire means of production of their own as 
a result of this release within the context of frontier America, and therefore, they could 
establish their own individual property rights and to present themselves as free individuals 
and equal citizens. But this was established in a context characterized by union in 
relations of real appropriation. The question then becomes how did this happen? 
Property rights were established for Europeans by the colonial state on the basis of 
a juridical relation just at the moment when indentured servitude was being replaced by 
slavery for life. This could occur because of the separation between the political and 
economic spheres within the U.S. as a social formation determined by the CMP in a 
defining instance. That is to say, that as the momentary dis-union in relations of real 
appropriation for the European sector of the laboring population (those under indentured 
contracts) began to disappear they were able to established themselves as free laborers 
with rights, rights which were affirmed juridical as exclusively belonging to white males. 
These rights included explicit property rights. It was the establishment of these rights to 
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property at the level of the superstructure that provided for a dis-union in relations of real 
appropriation at the level of the economic base. 
So in America there were free white laborers regaining access to their own means 
of production exclusively as Europeans. But in America there were also chatteled African 
laborers being denied their juridical freedoms while simultaneously being exploited as 
labor in a sector of the economy where the relations of real appropriation were 
characterized by dis-union. 
This is the basis for the fierce individualism and racism prevalent within the 
formation which is manifested and affirmed at the level of the juridico-political as rights 
and freedoms that are solely the possession of European male citizens. Among these 
juridically determined rights, in this context, the right to property became historically 
critical. It reached a level of exaltation within the political sphere and was expressed in 
many numerous and varied ways, which became an intricate and specific aspect of the 
relations of the dynamic matrix of the formation. 
This right was even expressed by the right of one human being to own another 
racially distinct human being as his property, thereby denying all rights of property as 
well as any other rights to these racially identifiable humans and other humans not 
belonging to the race of those asserting the right. These rights in this process became the 
rights of Europeans in America specifically. But they were also generally recognized 
throughout the whole of the ICS. In America, therefore, Africans and native Americans 
by this juridical sanctioned logic had no property or other rights. 
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Therefore in this dynamic, the occasion of the increased involuntary bondage of the 
African chattel meant the release of European laborers from their limited voluntary' 
contractual bondage. While the consequences of this dynamic were more dramatic in areas 
where plantation production predominated, all of the colonies were to be affected in this 
way to a greater or a less degree. 
In the New England Colony, economic diversification and development began to 
take place at a feverish pitch by the mid 1700’s. What was once a sleepy cluster of 
subsistence small free hold farms in the late 1600’s was transformed into a diversified 
merchant capitalist epi-center. This area contained small farmers, artisans, and a growing 
class of merchants in and around the bustling ports of Salem and Boston. It was profits 
from the slave trade and from slave produced commodities that made this qualitative 
transformation possible.22 
In this region the process of diversification and development at first preceded 
gradually. But it was the timely opening up of a lucrative market in wheat and salt fish 
for feeding the slaves on the massive sugar plantations of the West Indies and in the U.S. 
south that provided the specific and critical stimulus for an accelerated transformation.23 
Production for this new market thus created an ancillary multiplier effect which resulted 
in the increased production and trade in other commodities. Principle among them was 
lumber and rope primarily for the ship building industry. This of course, contributed most 
immediately and directly to what was to become the beginnings of an industrial 
transformation similar to those of the slave ship building ports of England.24 
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The emerging merchant class of New England was thus becoming a dominant 
historical force. And it continued to gain pre-eminence not only from international trade 
especially with the sugar islands but also from profits derived from slave produced 
commodities domestically flowing from the southern Virginia style colonies which were 
themselves expanding and diversifying in a quantitative fashion. 
This new situation affirmed the emergence of an inter-articulated set of structural 
relations characteristic of an independently developing capitalist social formation. A 
formation which reproduced itself with social practices in structural contradiction with the 
European epi-center of which it remained a colonial appendage. These relations became 
definable as two structures in contradiction. This resulted from the specific forms of the 
articulated relations as they developed. 
As an autonomous social formation, America contained the Virginia pattern of 
settlement and the New England pattern of settlement. The formation was, therefore, a 
structure in contradiction. The specific articulation of relations of dependency between the 
Virginia pattern and England came to be replaced by articulated relations of dependency 
between the Virginia pattern and New England. This set up an internal development 
dynamic that propelled the American social formation toward realizable autonomy. 
As this process unfolded the juridico-political imperative became clearer as the 
effects of the contradictory practices of the classes involved and as determiners of the 
form by which the society reproduced itself. In the American social formation which we 
have already determined is dominated in a defining instance by the CMP, a relatively 
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autonomous state came into being. This state began functioning to integrate the formation 
both at the level of the base and at the level of the juridico-political superstructure. 
The plantation system became a sector of an integrated functioning economy. The 
chattel labor upon which it was based became the critical dynamic core in a defining 
sense of an emerging working class. The economy was integrated but unevenly 
developing. The relative development of its various sectors therefore represented the 
specific expression of this unevenly progressing process. 
In the beginning, most of the labor took place on the plantations. That is to say, the 
preponderance of the surplus value was derived from the specific combination of the 
factors of production that were brought together within the plantation system. The struggle 
for the establishment of the American nation-state thus represented, at the level of the 
political superstructure, an institutional attempt by the ascendant capitalist classes in 
conjunction with the other classes to realize the profits from this and the other production 
taking place within the formation. 
Nation-States as Effects of the 
International Class Struggle 
An independent nation-state as an institutional effect of the combined practices of 
these classes-dominated by the ascendant capitalist classes was necessary not only to 
legally define and control domestic markets and production, but also to define and protect 
the share that these classes sought to establish within the international markets. Markets 
which were rapidly becoming larger and more competitive with the formation of other 
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nations-states in Western Europe. As a matter of fact, the only independent nation-states 
which were formed in this period outside of Europe were the United States of North 
America and Haiti which both began as colonial appendages. 
In a critically essential sense therefore, the American War of Independence was part 
of the process by which various independent nation-states were violently defining 
themselves as definitive zones of free trade domestically with undefined contested zones 
of privileged trade internationally. 
This historically determined process illustrates the fundamental principle that the 
nation-state as a set of institutionalized structured relations, articulated in a multi-level 
configuration, combining factors of production forming relations in a specific way, 
embodies relations and effects that are epoch specific to the CMP. They came into being 
with the emergence of social formations determined by the CMP as institutional definers 
of this mode. They are part of the process by which the specific relations characteristic 
of the CMP are maintained and are therefore subject to the theoretical principles that are 
operational within and govern these relations while they exist. And by implication, the 
nation-state will pass away with the decline and disappearance of social formations 
dominated by this mode of production (the CMP). 
C.L.R. James has written the following in this regard: 
....The political form suited the capitalism as we know it was the 
national state (the nation-state); the national state of Germany, of France, of 
Italy, of the United States, Canada and various others; the national political 
state. (Parenthesis added)25 
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Distinguishing what he is calling "the national state” and what we are calling "the 
nation-state" from other political forms that might be confused with them, James 
continues: 
Ancient Greece did not know the national state; ancient Rome, though 
its empire covered the whole of the known globe, did not know the national 
state. The City-States of the Middle Ages were not national states. The 
national states are essentially the states which were created and helped to 
create capitalism in the form that we know it today.26 
Writing in 1973, James presents argument to support his notion that the nation-state 
is continuing to exist beyond its usefulness: 
The national state today is an anachronism and it in another way is one 
cause of the degradation of modem society....What they call the balance of 
power? So that, you see, the national state becomes not only a barrier to the 
development of capitalism in the old way, but it now becomes a political 
barrier to the development of society.27 
The general principle involved in the historical determination of the epoch 
specificity of the nation-state directly bears on the generation of theoretical concepts 
pertaining to the emergence of capitalist social formations. Since we are engaged in a 
discussion of the role of a particular sector of a social class as a social force (the 
IAALM) in the emergence of a particular social formation (the U.S.), this relevant 
principle must be kept in mind. 
African slave laborers internationally did not benefit in any way from the creation 
of the independent nation-states in Western Europe or in North America. It must be 
emphasized that their creation resulted in the disruption of the continued development of 
Africa, her peoples, and its civilizations.28 
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It could be argued that with the creation of the American nation-state, the more 
effective and complete exploitation of African labor was accomplished. 
Relevant Descriptive Information and Notions 
Pertaining to the Struggle to Establish 
the American Nation-State 
Other classes, sectors of classes, and layers of the population could derive some 
economic gains or, at the least, acquire some economic relief from the trade restrictions 
and taxes placed upon them by the British Crown. But for the African slave, the creation 
of the American nation-state was met with an uncertainty born of indifference. They did 
not engage in trade, were not taxed, and did not have money. The immediate issues of 
the conflict, therefore, seem remote to this sector of the working population. 
They did very definitely want all juridical restraints that were being placed upon 
their rights to own property themselves and to voluntarily enter into contracts for the sale 
of their labor power lifted. This was necessary so that they could derive some benefit 
from the exercise of these rights as free citizens. Whether the creation of an independent 
American nation-state would facilitate the acquisition of these freedoms proved to be the 
decisive issue upon which the conflict was to be decided. 
As a matter of fact, the principle conflict within the colony from its beginning was 
between chattels and their overlords.29 It could be argued that the first state, the colonial 
state, was the effect of the conflicting class practices of these laborers and the plantation 
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owners. And that the laws and the policies of this state functioned as determiners of these 
basic relations at the level of the superstructure. 
It is documented that the slaves fought in collectively self-organized armed revolts,30 
in collectively self-organized escape schemes and formed collectively self-organized 
alternative societies.31 In this way they were fighting for the same rights that the other 
sectors were to demand in unison in the American Revolutionary War of independence. 
William Katz expressed this same point in this way: 
Generations before Thomas Jefferson sat down to write the Declaration 
of Independence. Florida’s dark runaways wrote their own. It used no paper 
or ink and was constructed of spears, arrows, and captured muskets. But it 
issued a warning of ’keep out’, and ’leave us alone or else die’. It said 
’Liberty or Death’.32 
To say that Florida was under the control of the Spanish in the fifty (50) or so years 
prior to the Revolutionary War is misleading. Florida was what it became in more 
dramatic fashion after the war. It was a haven populated with large numbers of fugitive 
slaves living together in large well organized clusters of independent settlements. In many 
cases, these settlements waged effective warfare against the American European settlers 
in the adjoining American Colony and after the war for independence, the American 
government itself.33 
Undoubtedly, what they were saying in their social motion was that: 
....all men are created equal...that they are endowed by their creator with 
certain inalienable rights...that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit 
of happiness...34 
The slaves were saying this by their actions in the south where, in most cases, they 
could not write. But there is written documentation in a petition from slaves dated May 
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25, 1774 to Thomas Gage Governor in Chief and to the House of Representatives of the 
province of Massachusetts: 
....We have in common with all other men a natural right to our 
freedom without being deprived of them by our fellow men as we are a 
freeborn peple (people) and have never forfeited this blessing by any compact 
or agreement whatever. (Parenthesis added)35 
This petition predated the Declaration of Independence by more than two years. 
From the foregoing, it is easy to establish that Africans, both chatteled and freed, 
were among the very first to see the need to acknowledge and to affirm genuine human 
equality and justice. The martyrdom of Chris Attucks, the run away slave who became 
an artisan in the Boston area, demonstrated this understanding among the African sector 
of the population. He has been widely acknowledged to be the first to die in this cause.36 
It is, perhaps a little more difficult to show that African laborers were the decisive 
force in the consolidation of the initial phase in the establishment of the American 
capitalist nation-state. Military policy as effects of the independent action of this sector 
of the population is, nevertheless, revealing. 
Recounting some of the more significant events, we find that on November 7, 1775 
Lord Dunmore, British Governor of the Virginia colony, issued a proclamation that all 
slaves shall be freed if they fought on the side of the Crown. This was offered by the 
British in their conflict with the armed forces raised by the rebellious American 
Continental Congress. As a direct result, it is conservatively estimated that from the time 
of the proclamation until the year 1783 some one hundred thousand (100,000) slaves 
voted37 for freedom with their legs. One out of every five (5) chattel laborers at that time 
in America literally left the plantation. 
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This can easily be regarded as an independent self-organized labor strike to achieve 
a political objective. This is, of course, exactly how Dubois38 characterized similar social 
motion by the same sector of the proletariat which would occur some seventy (70) years 
later. In both instances they were indeed collectively withholding their labor power in 
order to achieve the abolition of slavery and to establish for themselves and their posterity 
the right "to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.”39 
The British Crown was able to honor its commitment, for the most part, to the 
slaves that left the plantations and who fought in their armed forces. This was not 
intended to have any affect upon British practices of slavery within their other colonies 
within the hemisphere. Obviously a policy of freeing slaves as part of a war effort 
conditional upon their conscription into the British military- where their labor continued 
to be exploited- was one thing. But the abolition of slavery where labor would be 
permanently and completely lost was something quite different. They simply had to 
maintain a strong plantation system in the West Indies from which they were extracting 
enormous surpluses. This became even more urgent since the control of the surpluses 
from the American plantation system along with surplus values from other forms of 
exploitation in the American colony as a whole was being contested. In fact this proved 
to be a critical part of the basis of the conflict. 
The war policy being implemented by Lord Dunmore in Virginia and other British 
commanders throughout the south represents a desperate attempt by the British to salvage 
the plantation system in the American colony similar to their system in the West Indies. 
This policy was indicative of a recognition of the serious nature of the dilemma in which 
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they were placed. In order to maintain the structural integrity of articulated relations of 
their colonial empire, they were prepared to free the slaves as a war policy measure. Of 
course this is a dilemma that the new independent nation-state would face seventy (70) 
years later. 
The little American Continental Army was, indeed, the military embodiment of a 
definite threat to the structural integrity of the British component of the international 
capitalist system. Using primarily mercenary forces the British military commanders knew 
that slavery was the Achilles heal of the American war effort. The commanders of the 
Continental Army, operating in alliance with a sizable French force, knew this as well. 
This, of course, was the dilemma that they both faced throughout the war. 
In this context, George Washington and the of the ranking officers of the colonial 
army voted to reject a proposal by James Madison which would have pre-empted 
Dunmore’s military labor policy with an American military labor policy of freeing and 
arming the slaves in October of 1775.40 Dunmore’s policy went into effect November 7, 
1775. It should be noted that at this point in the campaign the Continental Congress did 
not even allow free Africans to serve in the army of the revolution. But by January of 
1776, after a period of not even three (3) months (two months after the British policy) 
this policy was reversed and free Africans were allowed to serve in the Continental 
Army.41 
Thereafter, a new policy was adopted allowing southern plantation owners to send 
slaves to join the army instead of serving themselves. From this evolved a policy of 
paying a slave owner one thousand ($1,000.00) continental dollars for each slave that 
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fought and was freed.42 In this way the new American Government protected the property 
rights of the capitalist slave owner and also had African fighters for the army thus 
countering the British policy. This along with the policy of using free Africans turned out 
to be the key to the eventual military victory. Support for the war effort in the plantation 
south was never what it was in the mercantile north and the victory was longer in coming 
and had less meaning there.43 
Conservative estimates put the number of African soldiers that served in 
Washington's regular army at some five thousand (5,000).44 That does not include the 
forces under French command which contained some one thousand (1,000) Haitians.45 By 
any criterion these numbers represent a very significant force. But by the criteria of that 
day, they represented an enormous part of the revolutionary armed forces that established 
the first capitalist nation-state in this hemisphere. 
Another indication of the independent social motion of the chattel labor sector of 
the colonial laboring class as they sought to establish themselves as free and equal 
citizens is to be found in the dramatic increase in the numbers of freedmen and women 
just after the military phase of the conflict. The dramatic increase in their numbers in the 
north could be accounted for, in part, because juridical property in human beings was 
abolished in many of those states. But there was also a substantial increase in their 
numbers in the plantation south.47 Many of them were veterans of the war. Many veterans 
were actually enslaved again after the war. Some simply enjoyed a kind of de facto 
freedom because of the massive dislocation that occurred during the conflict which made 
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them unclaimed property. This happened in the case of veterans and of runaways as 
well.48 
The independent social motion of chattel slaves as a sector of the laboring classes 
should not be separated from the movement of freed Africans because these were actually 
two different aspects of the same motion. Obviously, a great many of the free Africans 
had been slaves themselves and in many cases had relatives who were still slaves. It was 
their independent self-organization as slaves and as free Africans that enabled them to 
effectively agitate within the various anti-slavery organizations of the time. The social 
practice of these institutional inter-relations as the effects of the ongoing class struggle 
in that context led to the abolition of slavery in the northern part of the American social 
formation. This motion also led to the prohibition of slavery in the northwestern frontier 
territories. So we can see that not only can a case be made that the conscious movement 
of African laborers played a decisive role in the military victory but also in the 
consolidation of certain reforms during the political changes that occurred immediately 
thereafter. 
The Mass Self-Organization of African Labor 
The independent self-organization of African slave laborers can be seen in the 
systematic and continuous escapes, the rebellions, and the creation of independent 
alternative societies. Some of the more highly developed examples were the maroon 
societies made up of run away slaves that existed at this time along the southwestern and 
128 
southern frontiers.49 In many cases they were mistaken for native American societies.511 
In fact, quite often these alternative free African societies co-existed with native 
Americans. Sometimes they were integrated within them or they would integrate elements 
of native American societies within formations that the run aways themselves created.51 
Northern Florida was claimed by Spain. But there was hardly any political presence 
to reinforce such a claim in real terms. Therefore, the free African societies that existed 
there were in a perpetual state of war with local American militia and vigilantes. These 
opposing forces were routinely engaged in pitched military battles over the claims made 
by plantation owners to run aways as their legal property.52 And on the other side of the 
conflict, these independently organized societies were asserting their right to exist. The 
fact that they did exist and flourished represented a threat to the plantation system in 
those regions because they were alternative social forms based upon free and collective 
labor regimes. 
In the north other self-organized institutional effects of the social practice of African 
laborers were taking shape. In 1787 in the city of Philadelphia the Free African Society 
was formed as the beginning of a mutual help organization.53 And in the same year in 
Boston the Prince Hall Negro Free Masonry was founded. It should be noted that the 
American Constitution was drafted in the same year. 
As Prince Hall, the founder of the Free Masons proclaimed: 
....We (all African Americans) are Free Bom and have never forfeited 
this blessing by any compact or agreement whatever. (Parenthesis added)54 
Four (4) years after the masons were formed, the First African Methodist Episcopal 
Church emerged within the free African American community, again in Philadelphia.55 
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These independently organized institutions came into being outside of the south and away 
from the economic relations of the plantation. Even so they represent the effects of the 
social practice of the 1AALM within the context of the overall class struggle during these 
early days. 
This relation between African American laborers in the plantation sector of an 
articulated dynamic capitalist economy and African American laborers in other sectors 
most primarily an emerging industrial sector is a dominant theme in the political motion 
of the IAALM. This theme appears as a regional phenomenon between north and south. 
But its more essential character is revealed in the shifting position of African American 
plantation laborers and the effects of their political practice within the developing social 
matrix. 
These remarkable examples of self-organized social institutions from that period still 
inconspicuously endure today (1993) in one form or another. Their present existence 
demonstrates the continuous nature of the class struggle from which they emanate and the 
epoch specificity of their character. 
Again, it must be emphasized that these institutions and others not discussed 
represent the effects of the self-organized and self-directed energies of a vital sector of 
an emerging proletariat engaged in a social struggle with overt political effects, objectives, 
and consequences. One of the most remarkable features of this movement is that it 
displays great independence of other sectors and layers of the social formation56 at certain 
moments in history'. But it also shows an equally remarkable proclivity for entering into 
alliances at other moments. 
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This apparent paradox has perplexed descriptive historians and political analysts for 
many years. A comprehension of this "paradox" lay in an understanding of the intricate 
nature of the dynamic inter-articulated relations of the IAALM with the other sectors and 
layers of the formation. We will put off an exploration of what we have termed 
"paradoxical nationalism" for later in this effort. For now we seek merely to demonstrate 
that the IAALM had an independent existence and was a decisive player with effects on 
the political plane even as the American nation-state was being formed. 
The American Nation-State as the 
Political Effects of the Struggle of Classes 
In order to appreciate the political effects of the IAALM on the American state that 
was formed at the constitutional convention of 1787, we have to first come to a 
conclusion concerning the specific composition of the power bloc in the formation. Then 
we have to establish the characteristics of the hegemonic faction within the bloc and 
within the formation as a whole. This will enable us to better comprehend the political 
effects of the IAALM as a part of the array of classes and factions engaged in 
contradictory social practices. 
The American Constitution, framed in the summer of 1887 and ratified in June of 
1788, represents the formation of the Third American State. The first state was the 
Colonial State, an appendage of the British capitalist state. The second was the Agrarian 
State Under the Articles of Confederation. And the third was the Agrarian Commercial 
Republic formed at the convention. 
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It is important to note that at the seating of the first Congress under the new 
Constitution in 1789 the document contained no mention of the rights of free citizens.57 
It was not until two years later that the Bill of Rights was adopted as the part of the 
formal judicial instrument directly governing the nation-state. This occurred with the 
ratification of the Bill of Rights by the requisite three-quarters of the state legislatures.58 
The first ten amendments or the main body of the Constitution of the United States 
of North America did not provide for or address in any positive way: 1 ) the equality of 
its citizens (equal protection), or 2) the right to vote. But the most fundamental 
distinguishing feature of the juridical relations found within the republicanism of the 
American social formation is that the rights of citizens (agents within the production 
relations of the formation) were not at all guaranteed or in any way protected by the 
national government. 
These rights were defined in, and enumerated by, the juridical instruments operating 
at the sub-national level. Consequently, at this point, the national government approached 
the question of individual rights in the reverse. That is to say, rights of citizens were not 
affirmed and protected by the nation-state. These rights were held to be "unabridged." The 
nation-state with its central administrative apparatus embodied within a federal 
government was regarded as a set of structured relations that interfered with or "abridged" 
the rights of citizens.59 
This is critically important. Herein lies the apparent stability of the Third American 
State. The state defined in the Constitution of 1787. Since the particular form of popular 
sovereignty was not expressed in the body of laws at the national level, the instability 
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resulting from the class struggle within the social formation was thus transferred to the 
state and local levels. Certainly the Civil War and other "states rights" struggles are 
manifestations of great instability within the structural relations of the American state 
apparatus. 
The question then becomes; what are the critical relations and the specific aspects 
of these relations that made the emergence of such a state possible? In order to approach 
this question we need to review some pertinent theory. 
Earlier we have repeatedly asserted that capitalist social formations are characterized 
by the separation of the economic from the political. That these formations, to one degree 
or another, are characterized by disunion in both relations of real appropriation and in 
relations of property at the level of the economic. Thus providing for homologous 
relations which we have already shown to be epoch specific to the CMP. 
Consequent to the disunion in relations of real appropriation that occur in the CMP 
agents of productions (laborers) appear at the level of the political as free individual 
citizens. Here this relation occurs in combination with disunion in relations of property 
which allows a class of non-labors to intervene as owners of the principle means of 
production. Therefore, the freedom of the laboring classes is circumscribed in this 
situation at the level of the juridico-political superstructure. This "paradoxical freedom" 
for individual citizens, because of the separation of the political from the economic, is 
expressed in various forms of representative democracy. 
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Representative democracy, that is government by elected and appointed officials, 
is an effect of homologony in the relations of production and is therefore epoch specific 
to the CMP also. 
By the end of the decade of the 1780s a more integrated and complex economy was 
beginning to emerge as part of a more developed set of social relations. Of critical 
importance to us is the identification of two tendencies that were taking place 
simultaneously within two different sectors of this developing economy. 
On the one hand there was the sector of the economy dominated by the structured 
relations of the capitalist plantation. This sector was defined by dis-union in relations of 
real appropriation, chattel laborers who possessed no means of production of their own. 
Laborers in this sector were primarily and exclusively African. We note also, that the 
plantation system had reached a point of stable stagnation. That is to say, production 
based upon these relations was not expanding. 
And on the other hand there was the sector of the economy dominated by relations 
based on mercantile capitalism with a very large free-hold farming class. This sector was, 
defined by union in relations of real appropriation since these farmers owned and 
controlled their own means of production. The laborers in this sector were primarily but 
not exclusively European. We note that by contrast to the plantation sector during this 
period (using westward movement as an index), this sector was rapidly expanding (See 
Table 1). 
At the point of conjuncture represented by the Constitutional Convention of 1887 
the formation was overwhelmingly agrarian with emerging unevenly developing 
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Table 1 
POPULATION OF THE WESTERN STATES AND TERRITORIES 
State , 1790 1800 1810 
Kentucky 73,677 220,955 406,511 
Tennessee 35,691 105,602 261,727 
Ohio 45,365 230.760 
Indiana 5,641 24,520 
Illinois 12,232 
Mississippi 8,850 40,352 
Louisiana (Missouri) 20,845 
Territory of Orleans 
(Louisiana) 76,556 
Michigan 4,762 
Source: North, Douglass C., The Economic Growth of the 
United States: 1780 to 1860, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood Cliff, N.J., 1961, p. 35. 
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commercial clusters. These clusters were, of course, more developed in the northeastern 
region. Thus the commercial classes sought to form "a more perfect union" to facilitate 
the further integration of the formation under their domination. 
The state that came into being was unique because the class configuration that was 
engaged in contradictory social practice was unique to the American social formation. 
This is, of course, true of all social formations as a matter of general principle since the 
state is part of the institutional effects of the class struggle. 
The Constitutional Convention represents the emergence of a power bloc with 
essentially two principal class clusters dominating two distinctive regions. There were the 
southern plantation owners and the northern pre-industrial commercial classes. Both 
engaged in directly contradictory class practices with chattel slaves and a small section 
of free hold farmers in the south on the one hand, and a large and expanding section of 
free hold farmers and a small but growing section of artisans in the north, on the other. 
This is the context of the struggle for hegemony within the power bloc and 
therefore, within the formation that took place at the Constitutional Convention. Now we 
are prepared to go into some of the relevant specifics of that struggle. 
The American Agrarian Commercial State 
At the Constitutional Convention of 1887, the principle legal instrument that 
defined, in the concrete, the basis of the representative democracy and the popular 
sovereignty of the American social formation was drafted. The process whereby the 
135 
participants in the convention arrived at an agreement on the final document has been the 
source of a tremendous volume of writing. Generally, this writing emphasizes the debate 
on the Virginia Plan which is characterized as the plan of the large states as opposed to 
the New Jersey Plan which is characterized as the plan of the small states.60 The debate, 
according to this literature, resulted in the magnanimity of a "Great Compromise"61 which 
is embodied within the final document. Presented in this way the American Constitution 
as even tangentially, related to the struggle of the conflicting social practice of classes is 
not evident from the relevant ideas, notions, and the chronological sequence of events. 
The work of the descriptive historian, Charles Beard,62 writing as early as 1917, 
conceptualized the Convention as a gathering of an elite group of rich men who sought 
to increase their personal fortunes by drafting a legal instrument that would serve to 
expedite this process for themselves. Viewing the Convention in this fashion is helpful 
but could be misleading. 
The Convention was more than just the sum of the individually preconceived 
perceptions, motives, notions, and ideas of the participants. It took place over a period of 
four months. The ideas, notions, and the chronological sequence of events are the material 
of analysis placed within the dynamic context of the relations of the developing social 
matrix. An evaluation of the individual perceptions, motives, notions, and ideas exchanged 
at the Convention by the active agents who had convened and their impact upon each 
other in the debate is important and did directly result in the framing of the document we 
know as the Constitution of the United States. But the Constitution as an historical 
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document is qualitatively much more than just the exchange of the ideas and the notions, 
as valid as they have may have been, of those perceptive individuals. 
In our conceptualization, the Constitution established the third American State. A 
capitalist type state63 which outlined a specific form of representative democracy and 
acted in a specific fashion as a determiner of the social practice at the level of the 
economic base of the developing social formation at that time. 
The linkage between forms of representation and state intervention in the 
determination of economic practice is the critical question in an adequate 
conceptualization of the role of the state in capitalist social formations.64 This question 
has profound implications precisely because it leads to a concrete specification of the 
relations between the political and the economic spheres. 
Jessop has formulated four distinctive categories of forms of state intervention 
corresponding roughly to the particular array of classes and of the phase of development 
within a given social formation.65 The first category which he has termed formal 
facilitation66 is useful to us here. In this connection he has stated that: 
In the case of formal facilitation the state maintains the general external 
conditions of capitalist production: these include a formally rational monetary 
system, a formally rational legal system, and a formally rational system of 
administration. To perform this facilitative role alone implies that capitalist 
production itself operates in a self-expanding, self-equilibrating manner 
through the profit-and-loss system resulting from laissez-faire and free 
competition.67 
At the level of the juridico-political the American Constitution seems to provide the 
legal framework for the formal facilitation of a relatively independent self-regulating, and 
self-expanding system. It specified particular parameters whereby capital in certain forms 
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could be accumulated, ways in which production could legally take place, and the manner 
in which products would be exchanged within regionally domestic defined limits and 
under certain international conditions. 
In addition it outlined the specific administrative and legislative contours of a state 
apparatus and defined its basis of sovereignty. Aside from the struggle over the particular 
form of the relations of the branches of the central government to each other the most 
divisive issue was the question of slavery'. 
In the final analysis, this issue devolved to a question of the facilitating role of the 
state in the accumulation of capital in a specific form and the combining of capital and 
labor in a certain way within the context of a frontier society. Essentially it came down 
to a question of the facilitation of the exploitation of African chattel labor within the 
context of a plantation system created upon land militarily taken from native Americans. 
The three-fifth compromise revealed the specific way in which this question related to the 
specific form that representative democracy took within the same context. This 
compromise was merely a mathematical formula for the counting of individual agents 
while the criteria for the determination of suffrage and all other significant individual 
rights were left up to the various local governmental entities. 
In this way the separation of the political from the economic was not complete in 
the sense that it was not fully expressed at the federal level within the nation state. These 
and related questions would become themes in the history of the formation and of the 
IAALM within it. 
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The state that the American Constitution initially defined was thus a pre-industrial 
agricultural commercial capitalist state with a diverse economic base centered upon the 
exploitation of African chattel labor within a plantation system that stretched together 
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THE IAALM IN THE STRUGGLE TO ABOLISH LABOR 
AS JURIDICAL PROPERTY 
In the period leading up to the Civil War, we can see clearly the advanced and 
decisive role played by the IAALM. We have previously derived three descriptive 
conclusions from the work of James1 and Dubois2 along with our own analysis of the 
more pertinent events, ideas, and notions. By way of reiteration they are that: 
1. The IAALM has consistently been the most advanced social force especially 
during times of sweeping social and political changes. 
2. The IAALM has been the most decisive force in the consolidation of the 
reforms during these flash points. 
3. Finally, the IAALM has been most effective as a social force in the 
reformation process when it has independently organized itself. 
In this chapter we will be seeking to establish the vanguard role of the IAALM and 
to demonstrate its effects in the American state which is evidence of its decisive role in 
this reformation period. After the identification of certain particular institutional effects 
of the IAALM within the political sphere of the formation we will then seek to apply the 
descriptive notions outlined above to the actual chronology of the relevant events and 
other empirical data. This will be attempted after some analytical groundwork has been 
laid. 
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But before we go any further we need to re-establish our position vis-a-vis two 
related points of descriptive contention. First we believe that the IAALM is part of and 
not separate from the process of proletarian class formation in America. And secondly we 
believe the IAALM while it is a mass movement it is most essentially a movement of 
self-organizing laboring people. It is, again our contention that it is the most central 
aspect of the emerging American proletariat. 
We will now begin our consideration of the second phase in the socio-political 
process that lead to the consolidation of capitalist class power in the American social 
formation. We will divide our analysis into three parts. In this chapter we will first 
advance our conception of the pre-Civil War period. And secondly we will put forward 
an analysis of the war years themselves, and in Chapter 6 we shall advance our point of 
view regarding the significance of the relations that emerged during the post-Civil 
Reconstruction. 
The IAALM in the Pre-Civil War American 
Social Formation 
Here we will present an analysis based upon some of the relevant notions, ideas, 
and information relative to the pre-Civil War period. Later in this same chapter we will 
also present our conceptualization of the war itself. The Reconstruction period because 
of its importance will be analyzed separately. 
The IAALM was a movement of chattel slaves laboring at the point of production 
(POP) on plantations in a sector of the economy. A sector characterized by disunions in 
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relations of real appropriation, a sector of the economy that was rapidly expanding 
quantitatively after a period of static quiescence. By 1810-15 the production and 
exportation of cotton had begun its dramatic ascension to the point where it would 
become the dominant export commodity within the social formation (See Figures 4, 5, 6, 
and 7).3 
Of this process the descriptive economic historian, Douglass C. North as this to say: 
....Cotton rapidly took over from every other commodity in the South 
wherever its planting was feasible, so that the once rather diversified southern 
agriculture now became concentrated on cotton production in most areas.4 
North goes on to point out two regional exceptions in the commodity produced but 
not the form of production. The plantation remained the basic unit for the organization 
of labor and capital in this quantitatively expanding sector of the emerging American 
capitalist economy. He makes the necessary qualification in this manner: 
....Two exceptions were South Carolina, where rice was still of major 
importance, and Louisiana, with its sugar cane. But cotton made the big 
difference in the economy after 1815, ruling as king in the South and exerting 
an important influence in the national pattern of development.5 
The southern and the south western geo-political expansion of the nation took place 
driven by the organic character and form of the structured relations of capitalist for profit 
production of the plantation.7 
Of critical importance to us is that this process of the accumulation of capital, in 
this case land and laborers (chattels), was taking place through state policy. That is to say 
that through the military confiscation and annexation of Native American lands and the 
"sale" of this land to European settlers, who became plantation owners in this case, raw 
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FIGURE 4 
Volume of Cotton Exports: 1791-1815 
(in Millions of Pounds) 
Source: North, Douglass C., The Economic Grovth of 
the United States: 1790 to 1860, Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1961, p. 40. 
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FIGURE 5 
Value of Total Exports and Cotton Exports: 1815-1860 
(in Millions of Dollars) 
Source: North, Douglass C., The Economic Growth of the 
United States: 1780 to I860, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1961, p. 76. 
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FIGURE 6 
Total Exports, and Wheat and Cotton Exports: 1820-1900 
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FIGURE 7 
Immigration to the United States: 1815*1860 
Source: North, Douglass C., The Economic Growth of the 
United States: 1780 to I860, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1961, p. 97. 
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capitalist accumulation was being accomplished. Therefore, the acquisition of juridical 
property in land and labors was one in the same quantitative process. 
This was occurring while another form of capitalist expansion was taking place 
within another sector of the same economy. In this sector characterized by union within 
the relations of real appropriation and with an increasing tendency toward dis-union in 
these relations, expansion was taking place in a different way with different results. Here 
the unmistakable contours of industry were beginning to emerge based upon the initial 
phase of what would become a massive influx of immigrant labor (See Figures 8 and 9).8 
But while this general tendency toward disunion in these relations continued to take 
place, a contradictory tendency toward union was also occurring at the same time. The 
Northwestern geo-political expansion of the formation was therefore occurring driven by 
the acquisition of native American land and the establishment of an enormous number of 
free-hold farms by European settlers.9 
Simultaneous with this expansion was the emergence of the beginnings of a 
complex diversified and qualitatively expanding industrial economy based upon textiles 
in the Northeastern region. North observes the process in the following manner: 
....the most interesting and significant development in the period 
between 1815 and 1860 was first the gradual, then the dramatically vigorous 
revival of manufacturing. It began with a slow stirring in the 1820’s (although 
much stronger in Massachusetts than elsewhere); then in the 1830’s, 
manufacturing-particularly of cotton textiles-rapidly gained momentum all 
through New England, in New York, and to a lesser extent in Pennsylvania. 
(Parenthesis in the original)10 
North goes further to show that indeed a complex regional economy with forms of 





(in Ten Thousands) 
Historical Statistics (Washington: GPO, I960), Ser. 
D 57-71 , p. 74. 
North, Douglass C., Growth and Welfare in the American 
Past: A New Economic History, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood, N.J., 1966, p. 21. 
147a 
FIGURE 9 
Transition to Non-Agricultural Production 
1820 1840 I860 1880 1900 1920 1940 
Sources: Historical Statistics (Washington: GPO, 1960), Ser. 
D 57-71, p. 74. 
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Past: A New Economic History, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood, N.J., 1966, p. 21. 
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western Europe were now expanding very rapidly in New England. On this point North 
says that in this region: 
Coincident with the growth of textiles, the iron industry, machinery 
production, and a variety of other manufacturers also evolved during this 
period, reflecting the beginning of a diversified manufacturing activity." 
So we have the production of wheat and corn by free-hold farms being shipped back 
to New England for the production of flour and cornmeal along with the shipment of 
cotton from the plantations of the south to this same region for the production of textiles. 
The process of the expansion of the accumulation of landed capital in the form of 
free-hold farms had a qualitative dimension and preceded based upon a union of the 
relations of real appropriation. The acquisition of Native American lands through military 
means and the annexation of these territories were part of the process of the raw 
accumulation of capital with the marauding American state acting to facilitate this process 
along the frontier regions of the formation. 
The American state functioned as an integrater and as a legitimizer of the ascendant 
capitalist classes made up of a power block with the plantation owners, at this point, 
maintaining hegemony. The various sectors of the completely capitalist economy of the 
formation itself being integrated at the ievel of the juridico-political by a state sanctioning 
these different and contradictory relations indicate and define the field of the class 
struggle during the period. 
The state achieved this integrating and legitimizing function by allowing the class 
struggle in the various regions to define the juridico-political aspects of the labor regimes 
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by limiting the base of its popular sovereignty. The state rested upon the narrowest ledge 
of propertied support for its institutions of representative democracy. 
The centralized federal governmental apparatus remained functional in its essential 
role as a regulator of commerce. The role of the state and local governmental apparatus 
was to insure that the African, now African American chattel, remain juridical property 
like the plantations within which they labored. Thus reinforcing the production relations 
at the level of the economic base of the social formation as a set of dynamic relations. 
This of course allowed slavery and the plantation to function and to expand as a sector 
of the economy manifesting itself regionally. 
In this complex emerging social matrix the racism that finds its origin within the 
bifurcation of the proletariat at the point of the release of European American indentured 
labor and the enforcement of the for life contract of the African chattel is reinvigorated. 
With the renewed and intensified expansion of the plantation system and the simultaneous 
immigration of vast amounts of European labor, racism appeared to take independent 
flight. 
Participation in the institutions of representative government was possible for 
European immigrant males as they acquired property. In most of the states like Virginia, 
the property requirement remained in place as a condition for enfranchisement until 
around 1851,'2 since chattels could not own property of any kind including themselves 
as property they could not appear at the level of the juridico-political superstructure as 
even "paradoxically free" citizens. 
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Therefore, the struggle of the African American chattel sector of the emerging 
proletariat was, in a real sense, defined by them as a struggle to establish their juridical 
right to own property beginning with themselves and to become free and equal 
participants within the institutions of representative democracy. 
The definition of African chattel laborers as juridical property in order to maintain 
the necessary disunion in relations of real appropriation was also the principle barrier to 
their appearance as "free" citizens. Of course as we have previously asserted, this was 
necessary as the plantation became part of the institutional effects of the class struggle 
in these historically determined and conditioned circumstances. 
The autonomous American capitalist state could function to maintain disunion in 
the relations of real appropriation and a temporary union in these relations within the 
same formation as long as the general tendency was toward disunion. This is what was 
happening within the American social formation during the period leading to the Civil 
War. 
In the political class struggle the large free-hold farmer (the American yeomanry) 
or peasantry had effects within the capitalist state during that period. As in the French 
social formation, the form of the particular capitalist type state13 is dependent upon the 
array of classes in the political class struggle. 
In the case of France, the economic practice of the free-hold peasantry served to 
retard the development of industry.14 It did the same thing in the American formation at 
first. Therefore, what North legitimately saw as a "gradual, then the dramatically vigorous 
revival of manufacturing”15 was the initial impact of the freehold peasantry on the 
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development of industry in New England. But unlike France, the American social 
formation had an abundance of immigrant labor available to it. So amazingly the 
integrated American social formation could expand westward and industrialize the 
northeast simultaneously. 
But the American peasantry or yeoman free holding farmer was also different from 
its French counterpart in its origin, its formation, and its different relations with regard 
to the other classes within the ensemble of the formation. That is why its effects within 
the France capitalist formation were different. 
The French peasantry had its origin within a previous feudal form. Because the 
French proletariat was in its formative phase: its presence as an independent social force 
in the Revolution of 1789 was insignificant compared to the peasantry. The process of the 
consolidation of capitalist production relations, that is to say, disunion in both relations 
of real appropriation and of property, was not preceding as rapidly as in America. The 
contradictions between the production relations of the country side and those of the city 
were very difficult to overcome. In France the Bonpartist form of the capitalist type state 
emerged out of the specific historically determined struggle in that formation.16 And the 
French peasantry as an independent force had definitive effects within the formation of 
the state within that context.17 
But in the United States, the free-holders played a different role because of a 
number of factors. To begin with, the American free holder was never a part of a 
previous feudal social formation which meant that it was more integrated at the market 
level within the economic base of the formation. Further the formation did not need to 
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rely upon the separation of the direct producers from their own means of production in 
the country side in order to have a free labor supply for industrialization to take place. 
What was achieved in England by ground rent was already accomplished on the 
plantation in America. 
The American social formation already contained a large and socialized rural labor 
force in the chattel slaves. But over and above the mere existence of such a class was the 
fact that it was engaged in the expanded production of raw cotton fiber. It was integrated 
into the ICS as the basic producers of the singular most critical commodity in the 
consolidation of the industrial revolution. 
In America therefore, the contradiction between the forms of the relations of 
production in the rural sector of the economy and the urban sector was not a critical 
factor at this conjuncture. And since there was also the availability of an abundance of 
immigrant labor created by a multiplicity of converging factors in Europe (See Table 2) 
what was required in the juridico-political relations of the autonomous capitalist state in 
America was quite different. 
From 1815 to 1860 the autonomous American capitalist state fulfilling both its 
integrating and legitimizing function facilitated capitalist accumulation and 
industrialization by appearing to go backwards and forwards at the same time. In the 
general expansion of the formation, the disunion in the relations of real appropriation was 
taking place in the quantitatively expanding plantation system of the south and near 
southwest. Here capitalism in America was increasing the forward tendency of the 
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TABLE 2 




Percentage ol To 
Arrivals 












1820 8385 3974 1782 948 9 25 31 
1 9127 3388 1036 365 8 27 31 
2 6911 2421 856 139 9 31 24 
3 6354 1908 851 179 8 33 27 
4 , 7912 2606 713 224 8 38 24 
5 {10199 5857 1002 448 10 29 32 
» 6 10837 6032 1459 495 11 29 29 
7 18875 10971 2521 425 18 21 31 
8 27382 14047 2735 1806 21 19 31 
e 22520 8331 2149 582 20 28 22 
1830 23322 3105 733 1972 12 25 41* 
1 22633 7639 251 2395 10 27 44 
2 63179 16665 944 10168 13 18 46'* 
3 58640 8648 2966 6823 13 15 33 
4 65365 33724 1129 17654 14 14 51”' 
5 45374 2935C 468 8245 15 20 55 
6 76242 43156 420 20139 29 11 .. 55 
7 79340 39810 896 23036 28 12 55 
8 38914 17860 157 11369 18 20 55 
9 68069 34172 62 19794 22 16 58 
1840 84066 41704 318 28581 22 12 63 
1 80289 53723 147 13727 2e 13 55 
2 104565 71542 1743 18287 33 10 53 
3 52496 24542 3517 11432 23 14 57 
4» 78615 46460 1357 19226 29 12 64 
5 114371 61942 1710 33138 32 10 56 
6 154416 70626 2854 57010 28 6 62 
7 234968 124880 3476 73444 32 4 62 
8 226527 142631 4455 58014 43 3 52 
9 297024 207162 6036 60062 45 3 50 
1850 310004 169533 5276 63168 38 5 54 
1 379466 266257 5306 71322 48 7 42 
2 371603 161351 30007 143575 44 7 48 
3 368645 165130 28867 140653 48 7 <2 
4 427833 105931 48901 206054 37 7 53 
5 200877 51877 38871 66219 39 13 45 
♦Large percent not stated this year 
♦♦Missing quarter 
♦♦♦Large percent not stated this year 
Source: Bromwell, William Jr.r History of Immigration to the 
United States, (New York: Redfield 1856 
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formation defined by this the CMP by maintaining and furthering disunion in relations 
of real appropriation within a sector of its economy. 
But on the other hand the state seemed to be facilitating union in these relations in 
its northwestward expansion of free hold farming. Now what is of critical importance to 
us is the relation of these farms to northeastern capitalist markets (See Table 3).1R They 
were tied to these markets from the beginning. 
The policy of using land as a incentive to attract large numbers of European 
immigrants laborers to America was in reality a continuation of the same indentured 
service policy. They could come and labor in the emerging factory system long enough 
to save money to buy cheap land out west. Land which was being confiscated from native 
American people through military conquest. So as the government opened up the west, 
a fresh supply of free holders were available. Free holders and workers supported and 
encouraged this process. 
What appeared to be a backwards process of the facilitation of union in relations 
of real appropriation is in historical fact part of the overall process of disunion as an 
industrial sector of an emerging proletariat was being formed in the classical sense in 
New England. 
In addition, the expanding free holders were maintained within the orbit of New 
England capitalism through market relations. The ownership of landed property continued 
to be reserved for Europeans exclusively while the right to vote was insured by the local 
governmental apparatus based upon landed property ownership. It was in this way that 
race and sex continued to play a critically decisive role as a definer of the narrow band 
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TABLE 3 
TONNAGE OVER ERIE CANAL TO TIDEWATER FROM WESTERN STATES 






1836 54.219 364.906 
1837 56,255 331.251 
1838 83,233 336.016 
1838 121,761 264.596 
4 1840 158.148 309,167 
1841 224,176 308.344 
1842 221,477 258,672 
1843 256,376 378.969 
1844 308,025 491,791 
1845 304,551 655.039 




1848 650,154 534,183 
1849 768.659 498,065 
1850 841,501 530 358 




1853 1.213.690 637.748 
1854 1,094.391 602,167 
1855 1,092.876 327.839 
1856 1,212,550 374,580 
1857 1,019.998 197,201 
1858 1.273,099 223,588 
1859 1,036,634 414.699 
1860 1.896,975 379 086 
Source: U.S. Congress, Senate, Preliminary Report of the Inland 
Waterways commission, 60th Congress, 1st Session, 1908, 
Senate Document No. 325, p. 226. 
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of sovereignty upon which the representative democracy of the American capitalist state 
rested. 
The general principle of the long term facilitation of the development of the forces 
of production by the capitalist state is illustrated vividly at this juncture in the history of 
the emerging American social formation. It further shows that racial and sexual privilege 
was and is part of these relations in the juridico-political sphere as part of the specific 
process whereby advances in the forces of production took place. 
The key to a meaningful analysis of the significant descriptive empirical particulars 
leading to the raw military conflict which was the civil war can be found by focusing 
upon capitalist labor policy and the independent political motion of the IAALM. 
Racist Capitalist Labor Policy and the IAALM 
From 1815 to 1860 on the eve of the Civil War, the capitalist power bloc under the 
hegemony of the plantation owners was pursuing a policy of using European free labor 
in the emerging industrial North and African chattel labor in the agricultural South. The 
expanded labor demands for industrial "free” labor were satisfied through the massive 
legal importation of European laborers. The satisfaction of the expanded labor demands 
for chatteled plantation labor, however, was made more complicated by the legal banding 
of the Trans-Atlantic slave trade in the U.S. and Britain in 1807.19 
One of the most profound principles that governs the operation of markets within 
capitalist social formations is that whenever there is an identifiable market for a 
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prohibited commodity that commodity will be produced and illegally distributed for the 
purpose of the realization of a profit. So it was by the continuation of the slave trade 
illegally, along with the intensified breeding of slaves particularly in the border states, that 
the capitalist plantation owners were able to meet their expanding needs for chattel 
labor.20 
This represents the emergence and the implementation of what is a unified labor 
policy born of the specific character of the uneven development within the forces of 
production. This then took specific form in the juridico-political relations defined within 
the legal codes as well as by the illegal and extra legal practices of the various states 
which served to facilitate the continued rapid development in the forces of production 
within the formation generally. 
At the federal level there was juridico-political agreement within the bloc regarding 
slavery. The U.S. Constitution had made the possession of individual African human 
beings by individual European human beings legal throughout the formation. This type 
of ownership of private property was therefore equally protected activity within the nation 
state. 
From the beginning this was challenged by the collective social practice of the 
chattel sector of the proletariat. It is in this context that the collective independently self 
organized political institutions such as the "Underground Railroad", the "Negro 
Convention Movement," and the various other organizations are to be considered as the 
IAALM continued its assault upon the American capitalist plantation system perpetuated 
by their physical bondage as juridical private property. 
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The Institutional Effects of the 
Political Practice of the IAALM 
The resistance of the chattel slave sector of the American proletariat to their 
ownership as juridical property must be viewed as a continuous dynamic within the 
general struggle of classes within the formation. Vincent Harding gives us the following 
description: 
While the black fugitives, insurrectionaries, outlyers, and quit résistants 
provide a constant pressure against the system of slavery from the underside, 
while they exacerbated the tensions between white north and south, another 
sort of pressure was being applied by their brethren in the Abolitionist 
movement.2' 
In this statement we find the critical conceptual affirmation of the "constant pressure 
against the system"22 that is exerted by the political practice of the chattel. But we also 
find a fundamental conceptual problem that exists in the descriptive literature. This 
conceptual weakness takes the form of an empirical separation of the notions and events 
pertaining to the social practice of the chattel at the point of production from the 
"abolitionist movement." This, of course, has lead to the failure to regard this whole 
process as part of the political practice of a sector of the American proletariat. 
Outside of the domain of the labor movement, this social motion has been treated 
separately by descriptive historians who also maintain a metaphysical separation between 
the social motion of this sector of the emerging working class and supportive structures 
that were the institutional effects of their social practice. 
Several processes all involving shifts of laborers were taking place simultaneously 
within the social formation during the period of 1820 to 1850. In general there were two 
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distinctive kinds of shifts within the configurated pattern of labor. There was: 1) the 
movement of laborers by capitalists directly or the encouragement of shifts in labor 
through incentives and 2) the distinctive self movement of laborers. 
The first type of labor shift involved the positioning of the labor force as pan of 
capitalist labor policy in order to more effectively create a social surplus and to realize 
profits. The second type, was part of a social movement against the class interests of the 
capitalists and their class power at the juridico-political level. The latter, therefore, 
represents the independent social movement of the laboring classes. Examples of the first 
are the immigration of European laborers for work in the factories of the Northeast and 
the westward shift of a segment of this population onto the expanding free hold farms of 
the Northwest. Another example of this same type of shifting was the buying and the 
selling of slaves for use in the expanding plantation system. Distinctive from these are 
examples of the second type of movement which was the self-initiated movement of 
chattels away from the plantation. This latter movement was a manifestation of a 
contradictory social practice and was a specific dynamic on the plane of the political class 
struggle. 
In this circumstance the possession of themselves by chattels (run aways) without 
payment under the American Constitution then in effect was illegal and therefore criminal. 
Even in cases where by some means the slaves had acquired the money for their self 
purchase and their owner simply did not wish to sell, self purchase was impossible. The 
various forms of self reacquisition including self theft assumed a contradictory dimension 
in the realm of the social practice of classes and segments of classes. 
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So effective were the chattel laborers in this instance of class struggle that from 
1790 to 1820 the free African American population had increased from 59,557 to 
233,643.23 By 1820 one (1) out of every eight (8) African Americans were free (See Table 
4).24 Every urban center both north and south contained an ever increasing free African 
population. This was happening concurrently with an increased demand for slave labor 
as a result of expanded cotton production. 
The price of an average field hand had gone from three hundred dollars ($300.00) 
in 1800, to fifteen hundred dollars ($1,500.00) to two thousand dollars ($2,000.00) by 
I860.25 The American capitalist class was attempting through its autonomous state to 
maintain, stabilize, and control labor in two different sectors of an emerging complex 
economy. Of these two sectors of the economy the sector that contained the plantation 
system proved to be the most problematic because of the destabilizing effect of chattel 
resistance. 
From the point of view of the capitalist classes, the relations of production which 
made the plantation so effective in the generation of surplus values under the particular 
conditions of its existence had to be maintained in a state of strict isolation. It was this 
isolation maintained at the juridico-political level by a particular form of the capitalist 
type state that remained its only protection against destabilization. 
It was in direct response to this destabilization that the American Colonization 
Society (ACS) came into being as an extra administrative agency of the American 
government. And so we have the bizarre attempt by the American capitalist classes to 




POPULATION OF FREE (NEGRO AND WHITE) AND SLAVES OF 
ALABAMA, ARKANSAS, FLORIDA, LOUISIANA, AND MISSISSIPPI: 
1820-1060 
Alabama - Arkansas Florida Louisiana Mississippi Total 
Year F S F S F S F S F S (F &S) 
1820 86.622 41,879 12,633 1,617 
*»• 83,857 69,064 42,634 32,814 371,125 
1830 191,978 117.549 25.812 4,576 19,229 15,501 106.251 109.588 70,962 65,659 727,105 
1840 337.224 253.532 77 639 19,935 28.760 25,717 183,959 168,452 180,440 195.211 1,470.869 
1850 *28.779 342.892 162.797 47.100 48.135 39.309 272.953 244.809 296.698 309.878 2,193,300 
1860 529.121 435.080 324.335 111,115 78.680 61,745 376.276 331.726 354,674 436.631 3.093 383 
Sources: U.S. Congress, House, Preliminary Report on the 
Eighth Census, 1860 (Washington, GPO, 1862), pp. 
126-133. 
North, Douglass, C., Growth and Welfare in the American 
Past: A New Economic History, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1966, pp. 92-93. 
deportation of free African Americans while continuing the importation of European 
immigrant labor. 
The Institutional Effects of the Class Struggle 
The American Colonization Society (ACS), the Negro Convention Movement 
(NCM), and the Underground Railroad, (URR) were some of the early institutional effects 
of the struggle between capital and labor during the period leading to the Civil War. The 
ACS should be conceptualized as an appendage of the Capitalist State. The Congress of 
the United States appropriated to the ACS some one hundred thousand dollars 
($100,000.00) in 1819 for the purpose of establishing a colony of free Africans in 
Liberia.26 
The ACS came into being as a response by the American capitalist state to the 
destabilization of the labor regime of the plantation system by the various forms of 
organized resistance of chattel labor. Consequently in December of 1816, the ACS was 
formed. The very next month, in January of 1817 the first local Negro Convention took 
place in Philadelphia.27 On the floor of the convention a clear vision regarding the 
abolition of slavery was outlined in the words of James Forten: 
The ultimate and final abolition of slavery in the United States is, under 
the guidance and protection of a just God, progressing. Every year witnesses 
the release of numbers of the victims of oppression, and affords new and safe 
assurance that the freedom of all will in the end be accomplished.28 
In this same speech Forten showed that he understood that the raison d’être of the 
ACS was to stabilize the plantation system by reducing the numbers and the influence of 
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free African Americans.29 Whether or not Forten understood the ACS to be an 
institutional effect of the capitalist classes in general in their struggle to maintain a racist 
labor regime by the literal division of laborers between the two principle sectors of the 
economy along racial lines is not clear. He did however understand that the ACS was not 
established to provide for the welfare of African American people either slave nor free. 
By 1830 the local conventions had become the National Negro Convention 
Movement (NNCM) and was convened in Cincinnati, Ohio that year. Its purpose was to 
develop strategies to counteract the conditions created by the latest of the local laws 
passed to curb the influx of newly freed and self freed chattel laborers proclaiming their 
rights to property ownership of themselves. 
Specifically, the local elected council had voted to create a law where it would be 
necessary for all newly arrived African Americans to pay an extravagant bond for good 
behavior and self support in order to remain in the city.30 
While it would take us too far afield to enumerate in detail the various specifics of 
the legal measures that were instituted to protect the isolation of African American 
laborers to insure the preservation of the relations of production particular to the 
plantation system, it would be helpful to elaborate several relevant principles in this 
regard. 
In the first place we need to clearly comprehend that the American capitalist classes 
were seeking to maintain the plantation as an separate but essential organizer of labor. 
This was essential in order to continue to derive the crucial surplus value that was being 
extracted from this sector of the American working class without which the social 
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formation could not sustain its pattern of growth. The legality of the plantation and of its 
form of the organization of labor based upon the complete and total ownership of chattel 
slaves had already been established at the federal level by the same Constitution that was 
not explicit on the right to vote or equal protection of the law for all citizens. At the level 
of laws governing each constituent state especially where chattel labor predominated, 
criteria for the franchise as well as other laws were set based upon the needs of the 
plantation owning sector of the American capitalist class. And the way in which the laws 
applied to different classes of human beings was also determined upon that basis. During 
this period, therefore, the passing and the repealing of these various laws represented 
nothing more than the tactical maneuvering of the capitalist classes as the plantation 
system remained under siege. 
In the second place the independent movement of the African American chattel 
laborer for self repossession, the IAALM of the period, separate and apart from other 
supportive sectors, layers, and stratum of the population represented the distilled 
quintessence of the abolitionist movement. It was the struggle of the IAALM and the 
political consequences and effects of that struggle that lead to the reformation of the 
relations of production which characterized the plantation system and the establishment 
of the right to vote and equal protection for all citizens as free agents of production 
within the nation state. 
And in the third place the institutional effects of this movement were in fact 
independent labor organizations and should be considered as such. These include the 
Underground Railroad (URR), the National Negro Convention Movement (NNCM) and 
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the Negro Press (NP). An evaluation of the significance of these effects will show that 
the African American chattel sector of the American Proletariat was: 1) first to see the 
need for broad reforms, 2) the most decisive social force in the consolidation of the 
reforms, and 3) because of its independent organization was able to affect other stratum 
and layers of the population in critical and determinant ways. 
The immediately foregoing ideas and descriptive notions are derived from the works 
of James31 and Dubois32 who made these observations which we outlined earlier; now' we 
shall apply them to the chronological events and empirical data. 
Specific Chronology and Notions Relative to the 
Institutional Effects of the IAALM 
In some of the white leftist treatments of this period, the "great northern 
abolitionists"31 are exaggerated in their importance and their relationship w'ith the IAALM. 
These studies typify the patronizing racism that plagues this area of study.32 
The fact is that the NNCM had become a national movement and a powerful forum 
for the emancipation of African chattels by the year 1830, three full years before the 
American Anti-Slavery (AASS) was to hold its first national convention. Additionally, 
Freedom’s Journal, which was an independently published and widely circulated African 
American newspaper with a clearly expressed and unequivocal position on the abolition 
of slavery first appeared in 1827.33 Although it was published in New York City, it was 
also distributed in New England. Indeed, David Walker was its Boston agent.34 Walker 
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himself was to publish his visionary indictment of slavery and call to violent insurrection 
which became known as Walker's Anneal in Four Articles'*5 in September of 1929. 
These dates are important because the white abolitionist controlled Liberator, 
William L. Garrison's newspaper, did not publish its first issue until 1831 four years after 
the Freedom’s Journal had appeared and two years after the publication and the 
circulation of Walker’s Appeal in Four Articles.36 Of Walker’s Appeal, Benjamin Lundy 
a renowned Quaker and abolitionist in the New England area has been quoted as saying: 
can do no less than set the broadest seal of condemnation on it."37 
Garrison himself working as an assistant to Lundy at the time and under the 
direct influence of the ACS has been quoted as calling Walker’s Appeal a "most 
injudicious publication."38 
It has been argued that because of the wide circulation of Walker’s pamphlet many 
local lawmaking bodies where the plantation system prevailed passed legal measures 
prohibiting the teaching of slaves to read.3’ This is an indication of a specific response 
of the capitalist to the organized social practice of the 1AALM. 
From this descriptive information alone, we may arrive at the notion that the 
IAALM was more mature and rapidly establishing the vanguard position of its 
institutional effects as it entered into relations with the effects of other classes and sectors 
of classes within the formation. 
One of the inescapable conclusions that can arise from a critical review of the 
pertinent empirical information and notions is that it was collective point of production 
(POP) activity on the part of the chattel labor sector that proved to be decisive in the 
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destabilization of the American capitalist state under the hegemony of the plantation 
owning sector of the ruling power bloc. This specific social practice which we are calling 
point of production (POP) activity took two distinctive forms: 1) the protracted strike; 2) 
armed insurrection. We will here discuss the relevant descriptive information and notions 
regarding each. 
We begin our discussion of the protracted strike with a consideration of the most 
critical institutional effect that came into being as a result of the social practice of the 
1AALM during this period. It came to be known popularly as the "Underground Railroad" 
(URR). Often this organizational form has been treated in the literature as the creation of 
the mystical idealism of moralizing white abolitionists.40 This treatment invariably makes 
the separation between the "abolitionist movement" from what we have identified as a 
mass social movement asserting the right to own property in their own person and thus 
the right to enter into a labor contract as free laborers. The abolitionist movement was a 
movement that originated in the North by this logic. While it supported helpless fugitive 
slaves, its main purpose was to exert political pressure to free these politically powerless 
individuals who themselves were not enlightened enough to have a direction or a purpose 
of their own. 
In other instances the URR has been rightfully treated as the creation of the fugitive 
slaves themselves.41 Even so the emphasis remains upon the simple journalistic recording 
of individuals or collective acts of heroism in a perilous and an uncertain endeavor. While 
this empirical information is important, it is not sufficient. 
164 
Critical to our analysis is the conceptualization of the URR as a unique form of a 
POP labor organization that has it modern counterpart in a protracted strike in the present 
period of wage labor. The objective result is the same. They were voluntarily withholding 
their labor in a collective way in order to achieve a political objective. The URR was 
indeed a POP labor organization as we have said before. 
Dubois in his Black Reconstruction42 advances the view that during the actual 
military campaign which was the Civil War large numbers fugitive slaves by their 
collective action were engaging in a general strike.43 Relying here upon Dubois’ 
conceptualization and by extension, we are designating the social practice expressed in 
the organized effects of what has come to be popularly known as the URR as that of 
organized labor. Furthermore, we are saying that the activity which it was created to 
facilitate was the collective voluntary withholding of labor at the point of production. This 
specific type of social activity has been designated by most social scientists as a strike. 
As such it is activity that was part of the political class struggle during the period with 
which we are here concerned. 
While this activity was ongoing, it did not begin to have obvious destabilizing 
consequences until after 1839. It has been estimated that between the years 1830 and 
1860 at least sixty thousand (60,(XX)) fugitive chattels left the plantation.44 There is also 
credible evidence to show that more than nine thousand (9,000) came through 
Philadelphia alone between the years 1831 and 1861.45 
A direct indicator of the effective destabilization that was taking place within the 
plantation system was the official state response to the efforts of the URR. The Fugitive 
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Slave Act was passed on September 11, 1850. Of the relationship between this legislation 
and the URR, Foster has written: 
....This act, which was far more stringent than the earlier law of 1793, was an 
attempt by the slaveholders to stop the big drain upon their plantation system 
caused by the wholesale flight of slaves to the North via the Underground 
Railroad. (Emphasis added)46 
It could also be argued that the Dred Scott Decision handed down by the Supreme 
Court in January of 1857 was also part of the official state response to the URR and may 
be regarded as an even further indication of its impact. 
It was therefore, this type of independent self organization that became the dynamic 
by which new relations were formed between the IAALM and other sectors and layers 
of the population and their institutional effects in a radicalizing process that spanned four 
decades. This was the process that eventually lead to the formation of the Republican 
Party in 1856, the election of Lincoln in 1860, and to the Civil War itself. 
Now we shall briefly discuss the other form of POP labor organizing activity which 
was also part of the IAALM during the period. Armed insurrection by chattel laborers 
was also widespread and ongoing punctuated by certain dramatic upheavals with far 
reaching social implications.47 
Here we will consider the objective social consequences of one of these 
insurrections as the best known example of this kind of POP activity within the context 
of the overall radicalization process that lead to the abolition of chattel slavery. The Nat 
Turner insurrection which took place in the summer of 1831 in Southhampton County 
Virginia48 is not important for what it did directly but for what its consequences were 
within the national debate concerning the nature of the effective struggle for the 
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dislodging of the plantation owners from their position within the power bloc and within 
the capitalist state. 
The African American labor insurgents that participated in the revolt succeeded in 
raising all of the critical questions of the debate by their decisive action. Briefly, these 
questions generally involved conflicting perceptions of the nature of slavery and therefore, 
the possibility for the development of effective agreed upon short term tactics and longer 
term strategies. Without going into detail the following is, in general, the way in which 
these questions were posed: 1) Political agitation vs. moral persuasion, 2) violent armed 
confrontation vs. non-violent moralizing, 3) independent African American fugitive slave 
and free organization vs. subordination to liberal white idealistic abolitionist organizations, 
dominated by European Americans, and 4) support for the policies of the ACS vs. 
opposition to the policies of the ACS. These were the primary questions under 
consideration. 
As a result of the Nat Turner Insurrection of 1831, the NNCM was beginning to 
split into a progressive and a backward wing over these general questions of ideological 
conception and tactics by 1835.49 It was not until 1838 that the A ASS would develop to 
the point where it would jettison its right wing, made up primarily of the Garrisonian 
faction still supportive of the ACS, over what was essentially these same questions. This, 
of course, was another indication of the relative maturity and impact of these two 
different currents of a widening coalition of forces within a developing movement upon 
one another. 
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The progressives within the NNCM working within the AASS united with "the like 
minded"50 activists that made up the left within that organization as the Garrisonian right 
went off into apolitical moralizing. The left headed by the Tappan brothers helped to form 
the Liberty Party in 1840.51 It was this small but effective cadre of Liberty Party activists 
which made up the left abolitionist wing within the Free-Soil Party. By 1856 this ever 
broadening coalition formed the Republican Party on a free-soil platform and became a 
serious contender for the presidency and was strongly represented in both houses of the 
Congress. It was this party which was to lead the reformation which resulted in the coup 
that dislodged the representatives of the southern agrarian sector of the capitalist class 
from their pre-eminent positions within the American capitalist state apparatus and as a 
military measure proclaimed forever the separation of juridical capital in the form of 
chattel labor from other forms of capital. Said another way, this meant Finally the 
abolition of chattel slavery. 
The IAALM as a Decisive Force within 
The Civil War 
In order to establish the previously asserted principle that the IAALM was the most 
decisive force in the consolidation of the reforms we need to turn to an evaluation of its 
action during the military phase of this social upheaval. So that we may more fully 
comprehend the implications of its motion, the role of the IAALM in this phase of the 
struggle, it is counterposed to the political practice of a most reluctant ascendant industrial 
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bourgeoisie.52 The question then becomes how do we account for this reluctance on the 
part of this sector of the capitalist class in this essential reformation period? 
Before going into a consideration of the relevant notions, information, and events 
in their chronological sequence, a few conceptual remarks may help in our subsequent 
evaluation of this empirical material. 
One of the most pervasive misconceptions about the establishment of the 
"Confederated States of America"53 is that it was a revolt of the plantation owners and 
part of a long general offensive that was responsible for the Fugitive Slave Act and the 
Dred Scott Decision and other aggressive measures.54 But our conceptualization is quite 
different. We view the succession as essentially a defensive action by a desperate 
plantation owning class seeking to maintain at the level of the juridico-political 
superstructure a backward labor regime. It was possible to maintain these relations in an 
economy dominated by pre-industrial relations and forces of production. 
As we have previously observed the plantation was even in its initial form a 
interrelated configuration of institutional relations that were specifically adopted to 
maintain massive capitalist agricultural production of an exported staple between a 
peripheral frontier appendage and a metropolitan social formation. As an emerging social 
formation dominated in a defining instance by the CMP in its pre-industrial infancy, the 
United States prior to independence had not yet developed distinguishable domestic or 
international markets of its own. With independence these markets were established and 
consequential industrialization was begun facilitated by and within the context of the third 
American State. This was essentially an agrarian commercial state with only crude trading 
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policies established upon a very narrow and exclusive racial, sexual, and propertied base 
of popular sovereignty nationally and regionally but was being determined locally and 
varied from constituent state to state. 
The specific pattern of develop towards industrialization like that in all capitalist 
social formations was particular to America. Ironically, the single most critical feature in 
this process of rapid industrialization was the direct exploitation of chattel laborers 
organized within a massive plantation system operating within the primary sector of a 
complex and diversifying economy. With the emergence of a capitalist type state which 
is characterized by autonomy with respect to the political from the economic, the state 
functioned to legitimize, to integrate, and to facilitate the development of the forces of 
production within two distinctive but unified sectors of the economy. 
This was effectively achieved by allowing local states to determine the basis of 
certain critical rights like the right to vote and the nature of equal protection under the 
law. In regions where plantations predominated, laws were passed to protect their labor 
regime. In regions where manufacturing predominated local laws were passed to protect 
their form of the exploitation of labor. This took place within the context of the overall 
sanctioning of slavery throughout the nation state as an integrated unity of functioning 
relations. 
For more than a half century after independence, the exploitation of African labor 
within the plantation system acted to accelerate the process of industrialization. But during 
this period the African chattel sector of the emerging proletariat was consistently engaged 
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in POP activity that had destabilizing consequences within the plantation system and 
within the state that legitimized its relations. 
So by the decade of the 1850s, a much more complex and diversified economy with 
a more broadly developed system of complicated and intricate production and market 
relations had come into being. The social formation, therefore, now consisted of 
production and more particularly market relations that had to be protected and defended 
during the course of the Civil War. 
Even though industrialization had progressed to the point that the national state 
could assume and assert a wider base of popular sovereignty and equality among all its 
"paradoxically free" male citizens, it was unable to do so because this very same process 
of industrialization was still dependent upon the plantation system and the cotton it 
produced. 
Contrary to many historical conceptualizations of the period leading up to the Civil 
War, it was not the plantation owners55 but the IAALM that was on the offensive. Our 
conceptualization is that the IAALM was in fact an insurgent movement of a sector of 
the working class during the period before, during, and after the Civil War which sought 
to effectively destablize the American government by active opposition to its policies. 
Relevant Notions, Information, and the 
Chronological Sequence of Events 
Abraham Lincoln was elected to the office of President of the United States in 1860 
not as an abolitionist but as a true Free Soiler. In a speech delivered in New York prior 
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to his nomination to run for the office as the candidate of the Republican Party, Lincoln 
can be quoted as saying that slavery: 
....As an evil not to be extended, but tolerated and protected, only 
because of and so far as its actual presence among us makes that toleration 
and protection necessary. (Emphasis Added)56 
This was in a conceptual sense the position of the representatives of a new 
configurated power bloc with an ascendant industrial bourgeoisie seeking to establish its 
hegemony. It required the protection of the plantation system because its cotton was 
necessary for continued industrialization. 
It is interesting to note that of the thirty-two thousand (32,000) Republicans that 
voted for Lincoln in the state of New York during the general election no more than 
sixteen hundred (1,600) of them voted to endorse a state amendment giving African 
American residents of New York the right to vote.57 This of course gives us a notion of 
the popular sentiment regarding the extension of liberties to African Americans. 
Lincoln took office on March 4, 1861. Jefferson Davis had become the President 
of the Confederate States the month before. Fort Sumter was fired upon April 11, 1861. 
In May a month later Frederick Douglass proclaimed in an editorial appearing in 
Douglass’ Monthly: 
Let the slaves and free colored people be called into service, and 
formed into a liberating army, to march into the South and raise the banner 
of emancipation among the slaves.5K 
The perceptions of Lincoln and Douglass were indeed two very different views of 
the impending military conflict. What Douglass called for was never allowed to happen. 
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When African Americans volunteered for service just after the fall of Fort Sumter, they 
were refused.59 
Dubois clearly outlines his comprehension of the purpose of the conflict in the 
following manner: 
....the tremendous economic ideal of keeping this great market for 
goods, the United States, together with all its possibilities of agriculture, 
manufacture, trade and profit, appealed to both the West and the North; and 
what was then much more significant, it appealed to the Border States.60 
It is clear that these reluctant reformers wanted the Union with or without slavery. 
They did not care which. But what they really wanted was to maintain the integrity of the 
plantation system and its cotton with or without slavery. So the ascendant industrial 
bourgeoisie all doing the war sought to preserve and to protect the plantation system but 
faced with the politically destabilizing social practice of the IAALM it had to abolish 
slavery in order to do it. But before they were forced to arrive at that point, they did 
everything that they could to maintain slavery within the institutional context of the 
plantation. 
At first the Union at the direction of Lincoln pursued a policy of giving the slaves 
in the war zones back to their rightful owners as provided for in the Constitution.6' The 
slow and arduous legislative process that lead to the final military order which was the 
Emancipation Proclamation is documented by Dubois.62 What is clear from Dubois’ 
account is that Union War Policy after the first year of ineffective strategy by inept Union 
generals was being directed from the field. And it was largely in response to what the 
former chattels, now refugees, were doing. In this way War Policy progressed as the 
conflict lengthened and became more deadly to the point that it became evident that if the 
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Union forces were to be victorious the slaves must be emancipated affirming their right 
to own themselves and be given amis. Conceptually then African American chattels had 
to be armed in order to achieve their own separation, at the juridico-political level, from 
the land and other forms of legally recognized property. 
It is also instructive that early on in this process, Lincoln requested and received 
a Congressional appropriation of five hundred thousand dollars ($500,000.00) in 1862 for 
the colonization of slaves who belonged to masters in rebellion against the Union. This 
colonization was to take place in Haiti and in Liberia. And in August of that year he 
convened a meeting with certain prominent African American leaders and formally asked 
that they endorse colonization.63 One month later Lincoln issued his preliminary 
Emancipation Proclamation64 calling for colonization. This too was an attempt, as far as 
Lincoln was concerned, to carefully preserve the Union and the plantation system too. 
During the year following the Emancipation Grant was made Lieutenant General, 
on March 8, 1864 and began his re-organization of the Army. His most dramatic move 
was to transfer some twenty thousand (20,000) African American troops from the Eastern 
and Southern fronts where the Armies had been much more successful to the Army of the 
Potomac to fight Lee's Army directly in Virginia. By the spring of the next year the 
victorious Union Army was marching into Richmond lead by a vanguard of African 
American soldiers.65 Six days later Lee surrendered. The military conflict had come to an 
end. The precious Union was preserved. But now what of the plantation system? The 
struggle of the African American laborer for nationally sanctioned equality and rights was 
dependent upon the form of the relation between freed labor and land as juridical property 
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in the regions where the old plantation system still existed. But the success of this 
struggle also depended upon the form of the relation between the labor of the African 
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CHAPTER 7 
THE IAALM AND THE CONSOLIDATION OF CAPITALIST 
CLASS POWER DURING THE RECONSTRUCTION PERIOD 
Here again we wish to advance a few preliminary conceptual remarks prior to our 
evaluation of the relevant notions, information, and the chronological sequence of events 
during perhaps the most misunderstood period in the development of the United States 
as a capitalist social formation. 
By the end of the military phase of the social conflict, all the hopes of the ascendant 
industrial bourgeoisie to preserve the plantation system with chattel labor had been 
destroyed despite their best efforts. The plantation system itself w-as now being threatened 
by the vigorous activism of the IAALM. The task of the hegemonic industrial bourgeoisie 
was to rebuild the cotton producing plantation system which lay in ruin without chattel 
labor. 
Contraposed to this as an objective of political class practice was the IAALM and 
what it sought as an objective of its own political struggle. The IAALM sought purely 
and simply to break up the plantation system. They had already established their right to 
own themselves as juridical property. They now wanted to establish their right to own 
property, particularly land, juridically and to market their labor equally for a wage. They 
also wanted to establish their right to vote and thereby broaden the base of popular 
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sovereignty of the institutions of representative democracy in the national state and to 
establish their rights of equal participation and legal protection throughout the whole 
social formation. The realization of these demands would mean the destruction of all 
vestiges of the plantation system and its cotton producing capability. These were the 
political and the economic demands of the IAALM at the beginning of the Reconstruction 
period. 
The realization of the economic demand of individual land ownership by breaking 
the plantation system into smaller parcels for the cultivation of some food crops and 
perhaps some cotton for sale meant conceptually the establishment of union in relations 
of real appropriation within this sector of the economy. From the point of view of the 
new power bloc now without the inclusion of the old chattel slave plantation owners this 
would be a step backward. At one point, which we have mentioned previously, they could 
do this to a limited extent in certain sectors of the economy as long as it facilitated the 
overall development of the forces of production in the social formation as a whole. Then 
it could be done precisely because the chattel plantation was in place, as we have 
demonstrated earlier. 
Now however, with the future of the plantation system was being challenged by the 
IAALM and with no other sector to rely upon for continued industrialization, the 
ascendant industrial bourgeoisie could not go backward in this relation of production. 
They had done within the freehold agrarian sector of the economy by encouraging a shift 
of European immigrant factory workers to it under other conditions that which they could 
not allow the African American Freedmen and women to achieve in this period. Such a 
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shift had to be discouraged since it would have weakened the plantation system and 
disrupted the production of cotton. This of course was precisely the goal for which the 
IAALM was struggling. These conflicting social practices will be focused upon in this 
chapter. 
Before we more fully develop this theme it is necessary to briefly review the 
conceptualization of others regarding this much studied but least understood period in 
American history. First there is the old traditional literature which portrays the Union 
Army as the bearers of genuine enlightenment to a section of the country where a great 
injustice has been committed by certain misguided individuals whose morality had been 
destroyed by their greed. Their moral corruption had led them to the creation of the 
"peculiar institution" of slavery which must now be abolished. Therefore, because of the 
dislocation caused by this great crusade the Union Army, the great Northern Abolitionists 
and the Freedmen’s Bureau had to shoulder the problem of preparing the newly freed 
slaves' for the assumption of the responsibility of their own freedom.2 This kind of racist 
propaganda has to be dismissed outright. 
There are two other perspectives that require consideration in this regard. They are 
the views of: 1) the white leftists, and 2) those of the liberals. We will consider the white 
leftist literature first. The work of James S. Allen2 and William Z. Foster4 are perhaps the 
best examples of this perspective. While these contributions contain a great deal of 
empirical information, they are conceptually weak. They both see Reconstruction as a 
missed opportunity for far reaching and effective land reform which they saw as an 
essential component of the "democratic revolution."5 Allen even goes so far as to draw 
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certain parallels between land reform in the U.S. during Reconstruction and land reform 
in France, and in Prussia.6 
At the basis of this misconception of the land reform issue is the failure to ascribe 
the appropriate epoch specificity to the relations of the New World capitalist plantation 
system. Of course this is a problem that we have been aware of from the outset. 
Interestingly, both Allen7 and Foster8 saw the African American Freedmen and 
women as insurgents, but they were wrongly conceived as feudal peasant insurgents. The 
European land reforms which were cited by Allen9 were part of a transition from the 
feudal mode to the CMP. In the European context, it would therefore be part of a 
revolutionary transformation. However, the American plantation, while it might have 
appeared otherwise, has always belonged to a formation defined by the CMP. The 
changes brought about within it as a result of the class struggle remained within the limits 
of formations thus defined (i.e., belonging to the CMP) and must hence be regarded as 
reformist in nature. At any rate the land reform issue in the context of the American 
Reconstruction was not part of a transition from feudalism. 
Now let us turn to a consideration of what is now the dominant perspective among 
contemporary American social scientists regarding the Reconstruction. Within the Liberal 
perspective we have those works that portray the Reconstruction period as some type of 
grand social experiment that failed for many different reasons but left a legacy that would 
be the basis for the fulfillment of unkept promises. That is the prevailing view among 
liberal historians today. The most well developed example of this view is the work of Eric 
Foner.10 
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Perhaps if Frederick Douglass were living today and had become a skilled 
researcher and historiographer like Foner, he would have written a volume similar to 
Foner's Reconstruction: America's Unfinished Revolution - 1863-1877" as a descriptive 
historical work containing much valid empirical information it is of great value. 
However, the present work is not empirical. It is Foner’s analysis that is our critical 
point of contention with his work. He concludes that the principal failure of the 
Reconstruction was due to: 
Factionalism and corruption, although hardly confined to Southern 
Republicans, undermined their claim to legitimacy and made it difficult for 
them to respond effectively to attacks by resolute opponents. The failure to 
develop an effective long-term appeal to white voters made it increasingly 
difficult for Republicans to combat the racial politics of the Redeemers.12 
For Foner the failure of the Reconstruction was a failure of Republicanism. More 
specifically it was a failure of the Republican Party. Foner continues: 
For the nation as a whole, the collapse of Reconstruction was a tragedy 
that deeply affected the course of its future development. If racism 
contributed to the undoing of Reconstruction, by the same token 
Reconstruction’s demise and the emergence of blacks as a disenfranchised 
class of dependent laborers greatly facilitated racism’s further spread, until by 
the early twentieth century it had become more deeply embedded in the 
nation’s culture and politics than any time since the beginning of the 
antislavery crusade and perhaps in our entire history.13 
However, from the point of view of the ascendant industrial bourgeoisie, the 
Reconstruction was a success. They had preserved the plantation system and its cotton 
with the African American labor force attached to it still by new juridical prescriptions. 
So Foner bemoans: 
The removal of a significant portion of the nation’s laboring population 
from public life shifted the center of gravity of American politics to the right, 
complicating the task of reformers from generation to come.14 
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It seems that neither Douglass nor Foner fully realized the critical significance of 
the plantation produce cotton in the further industrialized development of the social 
formation. It was imperative that the massive African American sector of the proletariat 
be removed from the nation’s public life so that it could continue to be effectively 
exploited by American capital. 
It is clear that Douglass never made a sharp distinction between chattel slavery and 
the plantation. To him chattel slavery was an institution in itself. Once slavery was 
abolished and African Americans given the right to vote, all the goals of the struggle had 
been accomplished. The plantation system with its cotton and what it meant to the 
economic base of the formation was not comprehended. 
So to Douglass, to Foner, and to the liberal historical interpretation of the period 
when the Republican Party failed, when the plantation owners returned, and when the 
Union Army was withdrawn the Reconstruction collapsed. The grand social experiment 
had failed. Yet the plantation system remained intact. African American labor remained 
juridically attached to it. And cotton production had vastly increased.'5 
In this perspective Freedmen and women were not seen as destabilizers of an 
American government which sought to the perservation of a capitalist plantation system 
upon which the social formation was dependent. Therefore, the Reconstruction could not 
be seen as the context of their continued struggle. 
Many of the concessions made by the American capitalist state prior to the Civil 
War, during the War itself, and most particularly during the Reconstruction came as a 
direct or indirect result of the struggle of the IAALM. 
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The contradictory class practices of the Reconstruction began in the midst of the 
Civil War itself. Just as the Reconstruction would end with the withdrawal of the Union 
Army it began with the coming of the Union Army. Dubois presents us with this sobering 
reminder of the purpose of the coming of the Northern armies to the South: 
When Northern armies entered the South they became armies of 
emancipation. It was the last thing they planned to be. The North did not 
propose to attack property (in any form). It did not propose to free slaves. 
This was to be a white man’s war to preserve the Union, and the Union must 
be preserved. (Emphasis and Parenthesis Added)16 
He was also able to clearly visualize the essential class nature of the conflict during 
the war as continuing through the Reconstruction. Dubois advanced his understanding of 
the purpose of the Reconstruction in this manner: 
It must be remembered and never forgotten that the civil war in the South which 
overthrew Reconstruction was a determined effort to reduce black labor as nearly as 
possible to a condition of unlimited exploitation and build a new class of capitalists on 
this foundation.17 
At this point an examination of his views on the actual nature of the conflict and 
its progression during the Reconstruction is very instructive. Dubois outlined four phases 
in this progression. They were: 
First, it was that kind of disregard for law which follows all war. Then 
it became a labor war, an attempt on the part of impoverished capitalists and 
landholders to force laborers to work on the capitalist's terms. From this, it 
changed to a war between laborers, white and black men fighting for the 
same jobs. Afterward, the white laborer joined the white landholder and 
capitalist and beat the black laborer into subjection through secret 
organizations and the rise of a new doctrine of race hatred.’8 
Our analysis relies upon these basic notions. In the South prior to the Emancipation 
the plantation system was characterized by dis-union in relations of real appropriation. 
This relation when combined with dis-union in relations of property which is 
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characteristic of all social formations with classes results in homologous relations of 
productions. These are, as we have seen, relations that define the economic base within 
a social formation defined by the CMP. 
Prior to Emancipation we have seen that the American Capitalist State functioned 
to facilitate capitalist accumulation and to establish the general tendency toward dis-union 
in relations of real appropriation. This process was uneven and interrupted from time to 
time. The unevenness and interruption was not the result of the class practice of an 
ascendant industrial bourgeoisie. This unevenness and these halting interruptions were the 
result of contradictory class practices on the political plane and were the result of the 
relative strength of the interposing forces that are derived from the array of classes 
engaged in struggle within a particular formation at a particular conjuncture. 
In the real concrete conjuncture of the American Reconstruction, the situation was 
fluid in its appearance, just as Dubois19 described. First it was a general "disregard for 
law."20 Then according to Dubois it became "a labor war"21 where capitalists were 
attempting to force laborers "to work on the capitalist’s own terms."23 Then he described 
how it became a critical conflict "between laborers, white and black men fighting for the 
same jobs."24 And finally, Dubois described what happened at the close of the 
Reconstruction. He saw the closing of the ranks between white capital and white labor 
and the beating of "the black laborer into subjection."25 
Here we have a rare and precise description of the way that the class struggle 
appeared at a certain conjuncture to a perceptive visionary. When he described capitalists 
attempting to force laborers to work on the capitalists own terms he was making the 
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assertion that the struggle of the freed African American laborers against the coercive 
power of capital was the primary struggle during this period. After the capitalists had 
secured control of the landed plantations and insured that they were transferred to their 
new owners who were in fact conduits of northern financial institutions they had achieved 
the maintenance of basically the same relation of labor to land that existed prior to 
emancipation within the plantation system. This was achieved without the juridical 
necessity of defining labor as chattel property. 
We are therefore left with the reality that the Union armies did not come south to 
attack private property in slaves or in land. They came to defend it. But because of the 
opposition of the IAALM, private property could only be defended in land and other 
means necessary for the mass production of cotton. And even this was in doubt at one 
point. Put another way, the social practice of the IAALM would not allow the Union 
army to have the plantation system and chattel slavery too. That was the fundamental 
nature of the conflicting social practice taking place in the rural areas at the point of 
production (POP). 
Although the South had no industry comparable to that of the North in its mass or 
in its diversity; it did however have some industry. And although it did not have 
Philadelphia, New York, or Boston, it did have some cities and an urban life. 
As the dislocation in labor that occurred generally as a direct result of the military 
phase of the conflict in the cities of the South began to abate, the struggle for the urban 
industrial jobs between African American Freedmen and European American workers 
became more furious. This is the phase in which the national trade unions with their 
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exclusionary membership policy begin to be formed. White labor began to be protected 
by trade unions. African American labor in this way was effectively locked out of the 
industrial higher wage earning jobs of the cities and consigned to remain in the rural 
agricultural sector of the economy for another generation. Consequently, with the land and 
the other means of production in the plantation system securely under the direct control 
of northern finance capital and the labor supply consisting of landless freedmen and 
women having no other choice but to contract out their labor and the labor of their entire 
family in order to survive the Union armies withdrew from the South. 
In a real sense this represented a continuation from the first days of the release of 
the European indenture servants which at that very moment meant the slavery for life of 
the African chattel. The intensified vertical bifurcation of the working class within 
different sectors of the economy along racial lines was part of the central dynamics of the 
Reconstruction. Since African American labor was maintained within the most backward 
sector of an unevenly developing economic base the racial separation between the races 
and within the proletariat appears also to be characterized as a horizontal separation as 
well. This then continued to be one of the most dramatic features of proletarian class 
formation within the context of the American capitalist social formation. 
The Effects Within the State of the Struggle 
Between Labor and Capital 
In our conceptualization of this period what happened during the Civil War and the 
Reconstruction does not fulfill the criterion of a full blown revolutionary transformation. 
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To us this was in general a period characterized by dramatic reforms especially at the 
level of the juridico-political superstructure. There was however significant struggle at the 
POP in the economic base of the formation. It was the latter that circumscribed the former 
at this juncture. 
In the remaining sections of this chapter, we will precede first with the presentation 
of the political effects of the IAALM within the American state, and then we shall 
consider the struggle at the level of the economic base as it served to act as a definer of 
the political struggle. Throughout our exposition, however, we will endeavor to point out 
specific examples that reveal the articulated dynamic interrelationship between these 
levels of social practice. 
The most enduring political effects of the social practice that were revealed at the 
juridico-political level by the IAALM were: 1) The passage of the thirteenth, fourteenth, 
and the fifteenth Amendments to the American Constitution, and 2) the creation of the 
Bureau of Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands (BRFAL). Together these effects 
are indicative of a new phase in the- development of the American capitalist type state. 
The passage of the thirteenth, fourteenth, and the fifteenth Amendments represent 
the first attempt at the federal level to expand the base of popular sovereignty and the 
determination of certain critical citizenship rights not included in the Bill of Rights. 
Specifically, the rights to vote was extended and the right of equal protection under the 
law was affirmed in principle by the national government. For the first time in the history 
of the formation the national state began to assert and affirm a social contract directly 
with its citizens without an intervening local or state governmental structure modifying 
190 
the form or otherwise exerting a determining influence upon the nature of its derived 
popular sovereignty. 
After these amendments were passed, the relation of rural African American labor 
to the plantation was put on a new footing. The struggle for the type of paradoxical 
freedom that laborers are accorded within a capitalist social formation seemed within the 
reach of the African American laborer during the early days of the Reconstruction. And 
along with the paradoxical freedom that agents of production are supposed to have, it 
seemed there would be some paradoxical equality. 
But from the point of view of the Northern capitalists, the question became how can 
a rural agricultural labor force be maintained under these conditions so that plantation 
produced cotton would continue to fuel their drive toward industrialization? 
The new type of interventionist politics of the American government through the 
Freedom's Bureau in tandem with the various philanthropic and missionary societies 
proved to be a stifling array of capitalist state and quasi-state political organizations with 
which newly emancipated African American laborers had to contend. Originally the 
Bureau was given a wide range of powers indicated in its full title: The Bureau of 
Refugees, Freedmen, and Abandoned Lands (BRFAL).26 
Earlier, the American capitalist state had demonstrated its capacity to function to 
create the conditions for the general facilitation of capitalist accumulation. Two examples 
of this come immediately to mind. The first was the incorporation of a clause in the 
Constitution legalizing the slave trade and the actual practice of slavery. This allowed for 
the accumulation of capital in the form of juridical property in human beings. And 
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secondly the use of military' force in the annexation of native American land and the 
subsequent sale of same as public land. This facilitated the spread of both the plantation 
system and the free hold farms as part of the accumulation of agrarian capital. 
But the Freedmen’s Bureau (BRFAL) represented the type of state interventionism 
that is characteristic of a specific form of a capitalist type state at the beginning of the 
emergence of the monopoly period.27 As part of the state apparatus, it represented an 
effect of the struggle of the IAALM. 
Jessop makes a distinction between the character of state intervention at different 
phases in the development of capitalist social formations which is relevant to us here.28 
In the early phase where laissez-faire and free competition define the market forces, the 
form of state intervention or lack thereof is termed by Jessop as formal facilitation.29 Here 
the state acts as a determiner of the broad external parameters within which self¬ 
expanding, and self-regulating capitalist accumulation is allowed to take place. This in 
general seems to be characteristic of the pre-Civil War period. 
But a more highly developed form of state intervention which he has designated as 
substantive facilitation30 is more relevant to the Reconstruction. Jessop characterizes this 
form of intervention as a case where: 
....the state reproduces certain general conditions of production within 
capitalism, i.e., conditions whose provision is essential for the majority of 
individual capitalist to continue production. The most general condition of this 
kind is labour-power since it is not produced in the enterprise itself but is 
bought into the process as a simple, non-capitalist commodity in exchange for 
wages.31 
With its origin in the Civil War itself the BRFAL therefore, represents a direct 
attempt at labor management by the state and marks the beginning of substantive 
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facilitation as a specific form of state intervention. This form typically emerges within the 
monopoly phase of the development of social formations defined by the CMP. 
The role of the BRFAL has been unfortunately misunderstood especially in the 
liberal literature. It is regarded as a progressive state appendage that stood against the 
racism of local capitalists in the South. In the research and writing from this perspective, 
the role of the BRFAL was essentially that of a protector of the interests of the newly 
freed African American laborer. This we regard as a fundamental error in interpretation 
born of a failure to conceptualize the IAALM as an independent destabilizing class force 
which was at that moment exerting a direct influence upon the American capitalist state. 
We, of course, view the IAALM in this way. Consequently, the BRFAL came into 
being as a direct result of the contradictor)' class practices of the IAALM and the 
ascendant industrial bourgeoisie as an effect within the state. 
While there were many POP struggles waged by Freedmen and women for land in 
the Reconstruction south,32 this specific demand was not, in general, supported or 
specifically connected in a definitive way to the type of political agitation that was part 
of the abolitionists movement. It surely did not have the wide spread support within other 
layers of the formation and consequently was more isolated and limited in its possibility 
of success. 
There existed at this conjuncture a critical separation between POP economic 
struggle and political agitation. POP struggle did not have the degree of independently 
organized African American support it needed to sustain its momentum in the face of the 
co-optative successes that were being achieved by the state through the BRFAL. This 
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separation of the political from the economic struggle has proven to be a costly recurrent 
theme for the IAALM in its continuing struggle. 
The political struggle proved to be much more effectively waged in part because 
of the institutional effects that were still in place from the abolitionist movement. For a 
short time still functioning organizations and residual remains of once effective 
institutional forms and relations still existed. And because they were able to maintain 
some degree of relative independence from the expanding administrative apparatus of the 
state they were able to mount one last national offensive. The result of this final drive 
was the passage of the fourteenth and fifteenth Amendments to the American 
Constitution. 
After the passage of the thirteenth Amendment in January of 1865” elements in the 
Anti-Slavery Society disagreed about the future of the organization. The African 
American leadership within the organization, principally Frederick Douglass, and Flenry 
Highland Garnet sought to have it focus on African American equal rights, male suffrage, 
and land for the exslaves, in that order.34 
On the first two demands political agitation resulted in the passage of the fourteenth, 
and the fifteenth Amendments. But on the third demand, the demand for land, their efforts 
proved to be much less effective and resulted in failure. By 1870 after passage of the 
fifteenth Amendment the organization ceased to exist altogether. They could not achieve 
consensus on the land question consequently there was no political campaign mounted 
with this issue as its central focus. 
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There were several meager, short lived, and limited attempts at independent African 
American organization growing out of the Negro Convention Movement. The most 
notable and effective of these efforts was begun in 1864 with the formation of the 
National Equal Rights League by the National Colored Men's Convention.35 It demanded 
an end to racial discrimination and sought federally protected voting rights for African 
American males.36 Its leadership, however, was isolated from POP struggle and did not 
fully appreciate the critical necessity for independent African American working class 
organization. It therefore fell victim to the fundamental error of subordinating its work 
to the Union Leagues which were attached to the Republican Party,37 and by 1869, it no 
longer existed as it too was co-opted into the expanding capitalist interventionist state. 
By the end of the 1860s any white support that the Union Leagues (UL) had 
developed in the South had evaporated.38 Consequently, between 1869 and 1874 the UL 
components in the South were made up principally of Freedmen at the base of another 
state appendage attached in a direct way to an apparatus that was functioning to facilitate 
the long term class domination of a new power bloc under the hegemony of the industrial 
bourgeoisie. 
With the development of the Black Codes first enacted by the states of South 
Carolina and Mississippi as early as 186539 under the Johnson presidency, these state 
governments attempted to re-establish their right to regulate labor and to determine 
citizenship rights including the right to vote. With the ascendancy of these codes and their 
continued refinement and elaboration, the new national power bloc could achieve through 
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them the desired regulation of African American labor that was conducive to the 
consolidation of the industrial revolution in America. 
It was through these locally instituted codes and later through the policies of racist 
and elitist organized labor unions that the horizontal and vertical separation of the 
emerging American proletariat was maintained. African American labor, for the most part, 
thus remained consigned to and concentrated within the rural agricultural sector of the 
southern economy. 
With these relations established and these purposes achieved and mediated in favor 
of the industrial bourgeoisie, the passage at the federal level of the Fourteenth and 
Fifteenth Amendments were empty gestures. Their implementation was also revealed to 
be counter productive which made their enforcement impossible. 
It was in this way that the POP political struggle of the IAALM was effectively 
isolated and contained during this period. 
The New Labor Regime and the Rise of the 
Racist White Trade Unions 
The social practice of the ascendant industrial bourgeoisie that evolved from Union 
Army War labor policies and experiences at labor management during the military 
campaign, through the BRFAL during the Reconstruction, to the establishment of the 
Black Codes by the state governments during and after the Reconstruction were an attempt 
to salvage the plantation system. These policies and practices were resisted by the struggle 
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of the IAALM. What became the new labor regime were the effects of these conflicting 
social practices. 
The modified relation of labor to the means of production-principally land- in the 
post-Reconstruction rural South and the eventual decentralization of the plantation as a 
structured set of agricultural economic relations therefore represents a specific institutional 
effect of the general struggle between capital and labor at the economic level. 
The struggle between capital and labor was also taking place in more advanced 
sectors of the economy in the growing urban areas as well. Within the American social 
formation, the contradiction between city and countryside was being worked out during 
this period in a very specific way. The dynamics of this contradiction in the American 
context must be distinguished from the way it was being resolved within the capitalist 
social formations of Western Europe. There this contradiction often took the form of the 
transformation of a fragmented disjointed individualized labor force which was often 
composed of remnants from previous formations into a socialized, unified and 
concentrated capitalist labor force. In other words, this was part of the necessary 
establishment of dis-union in relations of real appropriation in these formations so that 
further capitalist development could proceed. 
Robert Allen describes this necessary condition for industrialization to take place 
in this way: 
....For industrialism to become dominant required the availability of a 
large and fluid or "free" labor force that could be hired, fired and easily 
shifted from job to job as the market dictated, and for which the employer 
had no economic responsibility beyond payment of wages for work 
performed.40 
197 
In the process of industrialization in America (because of the legacy of the 
plantation based upon chattel labor) the rural agricultural sector of the economy in the 
south had already achieved a dramatic degree of dis-union in relations of real 
appropriation. And since there were never any European American slaves, the 
maintenance of this relation in the post-Emancipation plantation system meant that 
African American Freedmen and women had to remain in the rural sector of a segregated 
labor regime. 
We have seen how Union Army War policy sought to maintain this relation and 
how this evolved into institutional effects within an emerging interventionist capitalist 
state. The roles of both the BRFAL and Black Codes as part of the state apparatus has 
been mentioned in this regard. But the part played by the elitist trade union movement 
in this process is of equal significance. 
Both Dubois41 and Allen 42 agree that white labor in its capitulation to capital is and 
has been an integral part of the racist relations that existed between African American 
labor which was dominant in the rural south and European American labor dominant in 
the northern industrial areas with few exceptions and in the rural agricultural west. 
But the Reconstruction was a period in which the dominance of European American 
labor was established and affirmed in the urban industrial areas of the south as well. Thus 
the relation between urbanized European American industrial labor and rural African 
American agricultural labor achieved the status of a structured institutional relation in a 
number of different ways. The two primary means by which this relation was maintained 
were: 1) the legislation and implementation of the Black Codes, and 2) the establishment 
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and effectuation of exclusionary policies and practices within the all white trade unions 
which came into being during this period. It should be kept in mind that these are aspects 
of the same historically determined process. But in order to achieve some expositor)' 
continuity, we have chosen to separate them and to consider the former in an earlier 
section of this chapter. Now we shall dwell upon the consequences of the latter. 
After emancipation some 80% of all the skilled mechanics in the south were African 
American.43 That amounted to an estimated 100,000 out of 120,000.44 The process of the 
elimination of African American craftsmen from the skilled trades has been described by 
Allen in this way: 
....Since craft unions control employment opportunities, unlike industrial 
unions, highly skilled black workers-masons, carpenters, plasterers, tailors, 
shoemakers, cabinet makers, painters, seamstresses, etc. -were forced to 
abandon their trades to become sharecroppers, agricultural workers or 
common laborers. They simply had no alternative.45 
So effective was this process, that it has affected the way in which the history of 
the American working class is conceptualized and recorded. Not only were African 
American skilled craftsmen driven out of their trades by racist and elitist union policies 
and practices, but they were also written out of the history of trade unions and out of 
American historian's conception of the working class.46 
The organization of American labor along craft lines is a dramatic and distinctive 
feature of the development of the American social formation. Why has this been the case? 
The reasons form a dialectical relationship between themselves and the particular 
historically determined relations that define the social reality from which they arise and 
which act as determiners of these relations at various conjunctures. 
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This is especially true because of the duration of the dominance of the American 
Federation of Labor (AFL) among labor organizations which has almost forced historians 
and political analysts to become preoccupied with it. But as dramatic and distinctive as 
the impact of the racist and elitist policies, practices, and indeed the bureaucratic structure 
of trade union organizations have been in determining the historical course of the 
formation, these organizations must be considered within the larger context of a greater 
set of capitalist class practices at both the economic and political levels. 
The AFL and American racist and elitist trade unionism generally were part of the 
institutional effects of a combination of historically determined factors. Let us not forget 
that we are also conceptualizing a process in which the state played an autonomous and 
determining role. The role of the state, however, as we shall elaborate upon later, can be 
seen as it functioned to define and determine rural production relations and as it regulated 
the flow of labor from rural to urban areas. 
But let us now begin a consideration of some of the more critical factors in the 
development of racist and elitist trade unionism. The first of these considerations bears 
upon the ideological conceptions of the ownership of land and of labor which developed 
within the working classes of the American formation. The second was directly related 
to the particular way in which industrialization and the emergence of monopoly capitalism 
occurred in America. And the third factor was concerned with the development of certain 
concrete forms of state regulation of labor in the transition from laissez-faire to monopoly 
capitalism. 
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While this section of our exposition is concerned with the development of the labor 
regime, a consideration of certain ideological factors bear directly upon it. In America we 
find a particularly exaggerated bourgeois conception of labor. For this reason we are 
presented with the opportunity to clearly show how the ideological can act as a 
determiner even in economic practice. 
Functioning to legitimize47 bourgeoisie ideology and thus establish more unity48 in 
social formations dominated in a defining instance by the CMP, particular popular notions 
of the nature of labor became part of the process of class domination. 
Allen makes this general point in his explanation of the emergence of racist and 
elitist craft unionism in American. 
....This small-property mentally can be traced to the early trade or craft 
unions whose members regarded their skills as a kind of property, to be 
protected from interlopers and passed on to a chosen heir in the form of an 
apprenticeship.49 
He concludes that: 
....Following the Civil War the defense of trades and jobs as so much 
property-reflecting the hegemony of bourgeois ideology- was to be a central 
underlying theme in the manifestations of racism in the labor movement. 
(Emphasis added)50 
Extending Allen’s explanation of the conception of labor as the personalized 
property of the agent producer we find that it was established as part of the dynamic 
relations of the social matrix from the beginning. 
Because of the importance of large numbers of immigrant laborers and the 
availability of large tracts of virgin land with the capitalist plantation firmly in place, 
wave upon successive wave of European immigrated laborers could realize their dream 
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of land ownership. This was sanctioned with the Third American State-the Agrarian 
Capitalist State under the Constitution- acting in its role of formal facilitation51 in this 
period of accumulation establishing the ideological parameters and the justification for the 
achievement of the goal of individual land ownership as good and worthy. However, the 
American state only asserted and facilitated this goal for individual European males. The 
process reached a feverish pitch after the abolition of indentured servitude. Therefore, any 
labor that was possessed and sold or any acquired skill that could enhance the value of 
labor was seen as a means to achieve this end. Thus land ownership and the possession 
of skilled labor became valued and protected private property that was reserved for the 
European male. 
It should be mentioned that African chattels also possessed skills in order to make 
the plantation and regional economies based upon the plantation function. But the critical 
distinction here is that the value of skilled labor did not belong to the chattel as his 
individual property. All property including the enhanced value of a skill chattel belonged 
to the owner not the slave. In no way can a skilled slave be regarded as an "artisan." This 
aspect of the juridical relationship between chattel and owner reinforced and amplified 
the ideological conception of skilled labor as private property since the slave owner 
possessed not only the skilled chattel as his private property but the surplus value derived 
from the enhanced value of his labor as well. As such the benefits from the skill served 
the owner not the chattel. 
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This critical distinction is not made in the earlier2 or the more resent53 literature 
bearing on the area of research that purports to consider the limitations placed by the 
plantation system upon industrialization within the ante-bellum south. 
With this distinction firmly established we can see how the possession of skill in 
a relatively free labor market almost solely by European males became an indelible aspect 
of the racist and sexist relations of production. We can also see how these historically 
determined relations became institutionalized, at first within the post-emancipation 
interventionist capitalist state, and secondly within the racist and elitist American trade 
union movement. 
Before and most definitely after emancipation the African American laborers 
forming a sector of the proletariat sort ownership of land and control of their labor in the 
same way that European laborers had sort to establish these rights for themselves. But the 
capitalist state had affirmed them exclusively as white male rights. Both sectors of the 
emerging proletariat were struggling at the level of the ideologico-political within the 
context of parameters set by the new power bloc. There were however profound 
differences within the social consequences of these distinctive practices. The most 
significant of these were that the European American sector was asserting these rights at 
the exclusion of the African American sector. But the African American sector in their 
struggle was objectively asserting them for the entire class. African Americans of 
necessity had a much broader interpretation of these rights and the consequences of the 
struggle of this sector had greater implications for class solidarity. Their social struggle 
was more quintessentially proletarian. 
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And now we will turn to a consideration of the second of these factors that has 
contributed to the development of racist and elitist trade unionism within the context of 
the American social formation as embodied by the AFL and other organizations of this 
type. 
Our first set of considerations which were essentially ideological are derived from 
and defined by the following factors which are economic and pertain to the development 
of the base of the formation. The second set of factors that we shall consider in this order 
of exposition are clustered around the particular way in which industrialization took place 
in America. 
As we have mentioned previously, in the American social formation, the availability 
of virgin land was a critical factor in the particular and unique development of the 
plantation as a set of structured relations epoch specific to capitalism. This factor was also 
essential to the establishment of the specific relation between the free hold farm and an 
emerging early manufacturing sector. Although these first phases of industry were 
dependent on the expanding freehold sector for some of its raw materials and for a 
substantial part of its developing domestic market, it did not depend on it for its labor. 
For nation-states that emerged in western Europe, the development of capitalist 
production necessitated the systematic, conscious, and deliberate destruction of feudal 
relations of production and the establishment of a monopoly of land based upon capitalist 
production relations in the rural areas.54 But within the American formation because of 
the large supply of immigrant labor and again the availability vast tracts of virgin land, 
labor could be shifted to the free hold rural farm and away from the developing 
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manufacturing sector. This could and did occur while an increasing rate of expansion in 
the manufacturing sector was being maintained precisely because of the accessibility of 
these vast quantities of immigrant labor which coexisted within the same social matrix 
where the relations of production between the countryside and those within the emerging 
urban areas were not antagonistic. That is to say that capitalist production relations did 
not have to be established within the rural areas as a necessary part of the development 
of manufacture within the urban areas. They existed a priori and primarily within the 
plantation system and secondarily within the free hold farming sectors of the emerging 
economy of the young nation-state. This configuration of relations and factors were to 
give the American path to industrialization its unique and particular character. 
As we have noted earlier, the ownership of a skill as private property had been 
elevated to the level of almost sacred veneration by European males who were legally 
establishing the right to be the sole benefactors of the sale of its augmented labor power 
within the context of markets protected along racial lines. 
With the establishment of a two tear system of labor at the juridico-political level 
with the institutionalization of the slave for life laws applied exclusively to African 
laborers and the seven years and out laws which applied to European laborers, the 
colonial state initiated the practice of the protection of white labor. While African 
American labor remained trapped within the plantation system, European labor by virtue 
of its privilege became more skilled and diverse. As these skills were acquired they 
became more protected at the juridico-political level by the laws and practices of an 
independent Agrarian Commercial Capitalist nation-state which continued to thrive and 
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to expand with a massive laboring population trapped at the lowest level within it which 
was isolated regionally, economically, and politically. In this context skilled labor 
emerged as the sole purview of European males who organized themselves as white men 
in all white male trade unions. 
White European male access to skills and land were the conditions that required that 
African American laborers were forced to remain as the suppliers of labor within the 
plantation system. With the emancipation of chattel slaves an important aspect in the array 
of coercive social practices was lost. And since the plantation had depended upon direct 
coercion to maintain its labor regime, the role of the now Freedmen and women was in 
question. 
The south at emancipation was limited in the level of industrialization and therefore 
in the level of urbanization that had developed. But during the Reconstruction large 
numbers of displaced poor white laborers sought jobs in what industrialization that did 
exist or was developing in the towns of the south.55 Local governments and Union Army 
policies which were designed to maintain an African American labor force within the 
plantation system had the direct effect of preserving the urban industrial jobs for white 
labor. Often local Black Codes would directly protect certain jobs for whites only. These 
codes represented the beginnings of what became known as "Jim Crow", a system of 
legally enforced local prescriptive laws that functioned at the juridico-political level to 
maintain the essential production relations of the plantation system during the new period. 
The white privileged protection that the state was perpetuating as part of its 
facilitating function became further institutionalized within the quasi-state organization 
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of craft unions. It should however be mentioned that the plantation required a certain 
amount of skilled labor in order to function effectively. 
As the plantation was maintained in its new altered form after the Emancipation, 
skilled labor continued to be an essential part of the struggle that was the Reconstruction. 
Since this labor was never incorporated into the trade unions, it remained essentially rural, 
fragmented and vulnerable to destruction by the forces of institutional racism because of 
its unprotected position in the post-Reconstruction South. 
This skilled African American labor while operating as an under valued appendage 
of the new decentralized post Reconstruction plantation system flowed back and forth 
between the rural areas and the small towns. It represented a hold over from the Pre-Civil 
War practice of slave owners who would hire out their skilled or in some cases even their 
unskilled slaves and collect their wages.56 But in the post Reconstruction period laborers 
who were sharecroppers and also perhaps carpenters could make contracts to sell their 
own labor and receive their own wages. Many acquired land of their own in this way. 
We shall now turn to a consideration of the changes that occurred within the 
structured relations of the Reconstruction and post Reconstruction plantation. 
The Post Reconstruction Plantation 
In Chapter 4 of this effort, we outlined the three well-defined phases through which 
the plantation as a rural capitalist agricultural enterprise has gone. In addition we have 
described some of the general features of each phase. Proceeding in this fashion the post- 
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Reconstruction plantation corresponds to the second phase of development within this 
system. 
By way of reiteration some of the distinguishing features that are notable in this 
phase are: 
1. The separation of labor from juridically determined inheritable private 
property. 
2. Labor contracted from year to year. 
3. The separation of labor from other factors in the production process. 
4. The self-maintenance of the labor force in kind and in a crude wage. 
5. The expropriation of only the surplus by non-laborers. 
6. The dispersion of the labor force onto a number of small tenant farms. 
7. Production of a single commodity cash crop by a more fragmented labor force 
for well developed domestic and international markets. 
8. Authoritarian and legalistic labor control enforced from outside of the 
plantation. 
9. Reliance upon labor intensive methods of production with the laborer 
acquiring some limited control of the means of production. 
10. Circumscribed and limited quantitative expansion capability. 
11. More highly developed differentiation of the various forms of surplus values 
resulting in greater control by financial institutions and other forms of usury. 
The movement of the plantation from the first phase (chattel slavery) to its second 
(sharecropping and peonage) represents the removal of the plantation owners from the 
hegemonic power bloc and the ascension of the industrial capitalists to political 
dominance. 
208 
Within the features of the second phase of the development of the plantation we can 
discern the particular effects of the POP struggle between the new capitalist power bloc 
on the one hand and the IAALM on the other. 
The separation of labor from juridically determined inheritable private property was 
accomplished by the struggle of the slaves themselves within the Civil War. The 
separation of labor from the other factors of production was already a feature of the 
plantation even under chattel slavery. 
Conflict at the Point of Production 
We have seen that the Union Army and the BRFAL during the military phase of 
the struggle pursued policies that maintained the plantation through the organization of 
gangs of free laborers. With government encouragement and enforcement, the gang labor 
system was attempted. It should be kept in mind that this system was used primarily in 
response to the massive dislocation occasioned by the war. 
In an attempt to re-establish and to restart the plantation system, particularly in 
areas where rice and sugar predominated, the introduction of this system proved effective 
from the point of view of the new power bloc. However, from the point of view of the 
Freedmen and women who were openly hostile to it, this system was quite unsatisfactory 
because it so closely resembled slavery.57 
As a result of the social practice of the IAALM, the gang-labor system began to 
break down. After the war when production was once again resumed the African 
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American rural labor force was extremely fluid and mobile.^ All over the South many 
different types of labor contracts developed reflecting the specific local situation and 
context of the struggle. Often on the same plantation several different arrangements were 
made.59 
Foner describes the situation in the following way: 
In the early years of Reconstruction, payments included cash wages, 
wages paid monthly or at year’s end, a share of the crop, divided collectively 
among the entire labor force or among smaller groups of workers, various 
combinations of wage and share payments, time-sharing plans in which 
freedmen worked part of the week for the planter and part on their own land, 
wages in kind, and cash wages for specific tasks.60 
The manifold varieties of the various forms of labor contracts and combinations of 
contracts revealed a fundamental conflict at the POP that was being worked out by capital 
and labor in the rural Reconstruction South. A number of general factors did, however, 
influence the course of these conflicting social practices. 
Principle among them are the following which will be considered as part of our 
analysis: 1 ) The scale and the type of commodity being produced within a region; 2) The 
great mobility of labor during the early days of the Reconstruction;61 3) The scarcity of 
capital. 4) The possibility of owning land by the Freedmen and women; And finally a 
political factor has to also be considered; 5) the degree of intervention of the state in the 
control and use of rural labor and capital. Of course these factors are interrelated and are 
separated out at this point solely for purposes of exposition. 
As we have seen, rice and sugar plantations were different from cotton plantations 
in more ways than merely the commodity produced (See Figures 1, 2, & 3). Besides 
specific regional geographical needs, they required larger amounts of labor and more 
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capital. They were simply larger and more complex production units. Additionally, their 
domestic and international markets were smaller and less stable. Consequently, the 
resumption of production on these plantations was not as important to the industrial future 
of the social formation. 
When production was disrupted due to the war in areas where rice or sugar 
plantations were greatly represented, larger numbers of laborers were released, more 
unclaimed land was available, and the government was forced by the pressure of the 
IAALM to experiment with various land redistribution schemes. This was basically the 
specific context of General Sherman's Special Field Order No. 15 which for a limited 
period between 1865 and 1867 allowed some African American Freedmen and women 
in the coastal areas of South Carolina and Georgia to exercise a significant degree of land 
ownership and therefore, some degree of control over rural production in those regions.62 
But with the establishment of control of the plantations by finance capital through 
their local conduits, the former chattel slavers were effectively reduced to a landless rural 
proletariat confined to the labor intensive agricultural sector of a rapidly industrializing 
national economy. 
These rural African American workers were struggling specifically for immediate 
payment for their labor in a fair, honest, and equal wage. They were struggling for the 
specific freedom to negotiate a favorable labor contract with any employer, at anytime, 
and anywhere. That is to say, they wanted freedom of mobility. They also were struggling 
for another type of freedom. They wanted to establish certain specific freedoms from 
strict supervision of their labor, methods of farming, and other decisions regarding 
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production. Of course ultimately the most logical way which this could be established was 
to own land themselves. 
On the other hand the plantation owners were struggling to pay the Freedmen and 
women as little as possible on terms and in ways that were favorable to themselves. They 
were struggling to establish a labor force that was bound to individual employers from 
planting season to harvest from year to year. They sought to rigidly supervise and control 
labor and all aspects of production on the farm. And finally they in no way wanted the 
Freedmen and women to acquire land of their own. These are some of the points of 
contention that were the focus of the conflicting class practices at the rural agricultural 
POP. 
As the strictly supervised gang-labor system which was characteristic of the pie- 
1867 cotton field began to disappear, unsupervised squads of five to ten laborers began 
to appear as a dominating form by 1868.63 These self organized squads of laborers often 
engaged in collective bargaining and were paid in a collective wage that was divided 
among themselves. Within this process the productivity of the worker was the primary 
consideration with women and children often being paid less. 
The squads, like the gangs at first, lived in a concentrated fashion in the dwellings 
of the old slave quarters. But as the transitional squad system began to give way to the 
decentralization of the spatial relations of the plantation, kinship became an important 
factor in both the living and the labor of the new tenant units that developed. Since the 
family form was determined by the process of production, African American family life 
was altered in this process also. 
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From the point of view of capital, these new tenant farms provided a way in which 
the Freedmen and women’s aspiration for land ownership could be accommodated and 
therefore co-opted. Labor was effectively bound to the land and thereby stabilized within 
the new rural labor regime through implementing this change . 
But from the perspective of the African American laborer, the initial development 
of tenant farming represented the impact of their struggle for land and the right to control 
their own labor in the production process upon the structural relations of the changing 
plantation. This new system represented immediate relief from the close supervision by 
the plantation owner of the labor and the other aspects of the lives of workers. 
Within the context of the process of the decentralization of the main plantation into 
smaller tenant farms, there were many specific points of struggle. There was intense 
conflict over the form and the amount of the wage. 
Freedmen and women were paid at rates as low as one tenth of the crop in the early 
phases of the development of this system.64 As the system became more refined, laborers 
that possessed some of their own means of production such as farm implements, seed, 
draft animals, and fertilizer could expect to contract for half of the crop at the end of the 
season. If they did not possess any of these means of production only one third of the 
crop could be expected.65 This reflected the increased bargaining position of the Freedmen 
and women as these relations become more definitively articulated in this new form. 
The development of the payment in a share of the crop came into being because of 
a scarcity of finance capital. This arrangement achieved two advantages for the planter 
in the process. First it amounted to an extension of interest free credit to the plantation 
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owner until the crop was harvested and sold.66 And secondly the laborer by waiting for 
the wage assumed some of the risk for a bad crop.67 But again the worker gained a 
greater degree of control over the production process and more freedom in their personal 
lives. 
Money or shared payment was negotiated depending upon the situation. But in most 
cases, money payment was chosen if given the option.68 
Finally we will give some consideration to the little noticed persistence of the gang 
system of direct coercion of African American labor. The utilization of the convict lease 
system in certain industries that were developing in the South represents a more highly 
developed form of the interventionist capitalist management of labor that was begun 
during the Civil War. The struggle of the IAALM against the continued imposition of this 
system represents a vestige of its continuing struggle against chattel slavery' in the new 
period.69 As such this was the rawest most unbridled form of the POP struggle since it 
had to be waged directly against the direct coercion of capitalist class power. 
After 1877 northern financial and industrial capital began to flood the South. 
Between 1880 and 1890 railroad expansion in this region was greater than within any 
other.70 Investment and phenomenal expansion took place in lumber and saw mills, and 
in coal and iron. Growth in these industries relied in large measure upon African 
American labor.71 This super exploited labor was supplied in large part by African 
American male convicts who were summarily rounded up and conscripted to serve in 
gangs of unpaid, barely subsisting laborers who could be sent anywhere to do anything 
that local capitalist managers required. 
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Each state or county government in the South thus developed a system of imposing 
long and unjust sentences upon often innocent laborers convicted of trivial offenses 
derived from locally enacted Black Codes. The imposition of these laws and the length 
of the sentences were determined by the labor demands of employers who leased these 
laborers from local governments. 
Dubois wrote the following in this regard: 
Since 1876 Negroes have been arrested on the slightest provocation and 
given long sentences or fines which they were compelled to work out. The 
resulting peonage of criminals extended into every Southern state and led to 
the most revolting situations.72 
At first this system was used largely as a supplier of labor for privately owned 
industrial capitalist enterprises. Many of them were often owned locally by public officials 
themselves. But as the turn of the century approached local and state governments began 
to use this labor directly in public works for improvements within the capitalist 
infrastructure. It was therefore, commonplace to see large numbers of shackled African 
American male convicts working under armed guard on roads, bridges, irrigation projects, 
public docks, and any other labor intensive undertaking that local and state government 
required as support for the continued development of industrial capitalism in the South. 
The direct utilization of convict labor by the state governments for the construction of the 
road and highway systems of the South is well documented.73 It was in this way that road 
gangs became a prominent feature of the post-Reconstruction countryside, small town, and 
city. 
At the close of the Reconstruction period the American capitalists had consolidated 
their class power in the effects of a monopoly capital interventionist state. A modern state 
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which was acting to critically restrict the rights of the most exploited sector of the 
proletariat. The American state continued to rest upon the narrowest base of popular 
sovereignty even as the social formation approached the imperialist phase of its 
development. 
We can see from an examination of the early political history of the American 
social formation the real concrete nature of the type of exclusionary representative 
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CONCLUSION 
In this work we have attempted to show that the ante-bellum agricultural plantation 
is a capitalist enterprise in all its dimensions. As such the chattel slaves that labored on 
it were considered capitalist workers. The theoretical implications of the social practice 
of this section of the American proletariat should be considered to be a central part of the 
valid study of organized labor. 
We have taken the theoretical implications of the political practice of the 
Independent African American Labor Movement as our primary object of analysis and 
come to the conclusion that this social movement has affected the course of the 
development of the American social formation in critically decisive ways. We have 
shown by a comparative examination of the distinctive political practice of this mass 
movement during the two periods of conspicuous social change chosen for theoretical 
analysis that it has had discernible effects within the formation of the American state. We 
have also shown that it has impacted the political process by which capitalist class power 
has been consolidated within the American social formation. 
In the phases through which the American state has gone prior to the consolidation 
of capitalist class power during the reconstruction period we have shown the dramatic and 
critical role played by the capitalist plantation system as both a economic and a political 
institution in this historical process. 
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We have demonstrated that the African American sector of the American proletariat 
has its origin within the plantation system. Through the process of its contradictor)' 
practice with other segments of the formation specific organizational forms have emerged. 
These structured relations which came into being in this way were shown to be the effects 
of the self-organized motion of the Independent African American Labor Movement 
(IAALM). It is this self-organized motion through these dynamic structured relations 
which are its effects that gives this movement the capacity to have the impact that it does. 
The theoretical implications of this capacity has been especially evident during 
periods of conspicuous social upheaval. This effort has been limited to an analysis of the 
role of the IAALM within two very specific periods of the political history of the 
American capitalist social formation. 
We have within the limited scope of this work only considered the process of the 
formation of the state and the process of the consolidation of capitalist class power. 
Using the theoretical approach taken in this study it becomes possible in this way to 
examine other periods. For example an analytical study of the role of the IAALM and the 
development of interventionist state policies and structures by the American government 
during the New Deal could be a worthy effort. 
The Civil Rights and Black Power period of the 1960s and 70s is of great interest, 
it seems, to autobiographical writers who are gathering the empirical material that can 
make possible a serious analysis of the political effects of the IAALM during this 
extremely critical period. With the POP emphasis that we have tried to bring to our 
analysis, many organizations that have not been studied systematically can be brought 
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forward for study as part of the institutional effects of the IAALM in that or any other 
period. Using this emphasis and this approach would allow us to re-evaluate many other 
organizations that are well known and have already been studied. 
In this effort the production relations of the capitalist plantation was a central point 
of focus as they influenced capitalist peripheral state formation and consolidation. In the 
particular case of America these relations existed within a sector of a diverse capitalist 
economy in the formative phase of a capitalist social formation. The cases of other social 
formations where production relations characteristic of the plantation developed and 
remained the dominant form of the institutional relations at the base of the society offers 
an opportunity for a variety of studies. 
Indeed some of this work has already begun. The relation of some of these social 
formations to the emerging western European metropolis and the specific characteristics 
of their underdevelopment dynamics is beginning to be considered generally. But we are 
advocating a more specifically focused type of study. We want to see more of the kind 
of analysis that takes the self organized social practice of the capitalist plantation laborer 
as a social force as its central theme in a case by case consideration of the political 
periodicity of specific formations. 
Another kind of study could take the form of a comparative analysis of the 
particular path toward industrialization and development or under development that 
different specific social formations containing plantations have taken. A comparison could 
be made between those formations which contain plantations from their beginnings with 
those where plantations were introduced at different points in the periodicity of the state 
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within these formation. Of course the social motion of the laboring population should 
remain the emphasis of these kinds of undertakings. 
In this work we have attempted to demonstrate that the process whereby valid 
theory is generated is merely one aspect of the dialectical relationship which has another 
dynamic factor. The other aspect of this relationship is the process of the generation of 
useful notions, ideas, and descriptive information. There are many examples of good 
descriptions pertaining to our object of study (the IAALM), but more needs to be done. 
Generally the type of empirical research which will be of greatest value should 
focus upon organizational and institutional relations that are created at the POP by 
laborers themselves actively engaged in conspicuous social practice in direct contradiction 
to capitalist classes. The co-optative response of the state because of its autonomy vis-a- 
vis the economic base can also be a focused object of descriptive study. Again much of 
this work has already begun. 
These types of well-researched and documented studies will help us generate valid 
theoretical formulations that would allow us to comprehend in more epoch specific terms 
the structured relations of the institutions that are part of the dynamic articulated relations 
of capitalist social formations. Specifically, these theoretical formulations would allow us 
to affirm that the institutional relations that are forms of representative democracy are 
expressions of the relative autonomy of the capitalist state. It therefore follows that these 
relations are epoch specific to capitalism. 
This leads us to what is, perhaps, the toughest questions of our time. What will the 
next stage of human social development look like in the concrete? By what specific 
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historical process will it come into being? In order to begin to approach an answer to 
these questions, we believe that studies of the concrete social practice of the laboring 
classes in their struggle against the institutional relations that reinforce private ownership 
of capital at the level of the base must be done by activists. Along with this, activists 
social scientists must also focus upon the dynamics of self-organized and self-directed 
forms of POP institutional relations created by the laboring classes in their social struggle 
which are more directly democratic than those belonging to capitalism. In so doing we 
can begin to develop and use theoretical formulations and concepts that will allow us to 
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